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THURSDAY, AUGUST 30, 1951 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
Suscommirres No, 1 or THe CoMMITTEE 
on Post OFrFicre AND CrviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a. m., in room 135, 
Senate Office Building, Senator John O. Pastore (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Pastore (chairman of subcommittee) and Butler, 
of Maryland. 

Also present: H. W. Brawley, staff director. 

Senator Butter (presiding). The committee will be in order. 

We are holding hearings this morning on S. 1135. The bill will 
be made a part of the record at this time. 

(The bill under consideration, S. 1135, is as follows :) 


[S. 1185, 82d Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide a recruitment procedure for the competitive civil service in order to 
insure selection of personnel on the basis of open competition and merit, and for other 
purposes 

3e it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Federal 
Personnel Recruitment Act of 1951.” 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act— 

(1) The term “department” includes all departments, independent establish- 
ments, agencies, and corporations in the executive, legislative, or judicial branches 
of the Federal Government or in the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia in which there are competitive positions subject to the Civil Service 
Act of 1883, as amended and supplemented. 

(2) The term “Commission” means the Civil Service Commission. 

(3) The term “employment plan” means a plan provided for in section 3 (c). 

Sec. 3. (a) It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Commission and of 
the departments under regulations of the Commission to maintain and protect 
a system of recruitment, examination, certification, and selection of persons for 
competitive civil-service positions in the departments which will result in open 
competition and selection on merit. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the Commission is authorized, at the 
direction of the President and during a national emergency declared by proclama- 
tion of the President or by concurrent resolution of the Congress, to modify or 
set aside the principle of open competition to the extent and for such time as it 
deems necessary in order to expedite and facilitate the recruitment of the best 
qualified and available personnel, 

(c) Each department shall submit to the Commission an employment plan 
or plans for the reeruitment, examination, certification, and selection of persons 
for specified categories of competitive civil-service positions in such department. 
Two or more departments may jointly submit and operate under an employment 
plan. If the Commission approves an employment plan submitted by a depart- 
ment, such department, or such department and the Commission, in accordance 
with such plan, shall recruit, examine, and certify, and such department shall 
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select, persons for such of its competitive civil-service positions as are included 
in such plan. All operations of a department under any employment plan shall 
be subject to such supervision and direction by the Commission as may be neces- 
sary for the Commission to discharge the duty and responsibility assigned to it 
by law. 

Sec. 4. (a) The Commission shall, after consultation with the departments 
principally concerned— 

(1) determine from time to time, with due regard to the effectiveness of 
the operations of the departments and to the best interests of the Govern- 
ment, those competitive civil-service positions which shall be sybject to re- 
cruitment, examination, and certification by the Commission, and those 
positions which shall be subject to employment plans; 

2) prepare standards to be followed in the establishment and operation 
of employment plans; 

(3) from time to time revise, supplement, or abolish existing standards, 
or prepare new standards for employment plans. 

(b) Standards prepared by the Commission under subsection (a) shall be 
published in such form as it may determine. 

Sec. 5. The Commission shall undertake directly, or make appropriate alter- 
native arrangements for, the recruitment, examination, and certification of per- 
sons for selection and appointment to competitive civil-service positions not 
covered by currently approved employment plans. 

Sec. 6. (a) The Commission shall from time to time, but at least annually, 
review the operations of the departments under approved employment plans in 
order to determine whether such operations are in compliance with such plans 
and with the civil-service rules and regulations. The Commission shall make 
findings with respect to the operations of the departments under their employ- 
ment plans and shall report such findings to the heads of the departments con- 
cerned. 

(b) The Commission shall withhold, withdraw, or suspend its approval of 
any employment plan or part thereof, after consultation with the department, 
whenever it finds that such plan does not meet the standards prepared by the 
Commission. 

(c) Whenever the Commission finds that the operations of a department under 
an approved employment plan are not in compliance with such plan or with the 
civil-service rules and regulations, the Commission shall have authority (1) to 
conduct or to supervise the conduct of recruiting, examining and certifying of 
persons for selection and appointment to competitive civil-service positions in 
such department which are subject to such plan, and (2) to modify or change any 
action taken or procedure followed by such department under such plan. The 
Commission shall certify to such department any such action taken by the Com- 
mission under this subsection. The department shall taken action in accordance 
with such certificate and such certificate shall be binding on the department. 

(d) Whenever the Commission performs additional recruiting, examining, or 
certification work in order to render services to a department as a result of action 
taken under paragraphs (b) or (c) of this section, funds shall be made available 
to the Commission for its expenses in connection with the performance of such 
services from funds appropriated or otherwise available to the department for 
which the Commission performs such services, by advances or reimbursements, 
in such manner and in such amounts as may be approved by the Bureau of the 

sjudget. The Commission shall keep records of its expenses in connection with 
the performance of such additional services and shall certify such expenses to 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Sec. 7. The Commission, in the case of those examinations for which it expects 
competition to be greatly in excess of the needs of the service, may, with due 
regard to the principle of open competition, take such action, or direct that such 
action be taken by a department, as the Commission deems necessary to limit the 
number of persons permitted to compete for positions to such number as is reason- 
ably required to meet economically and effectively the needs of the service for 
qualified and capable employees. 

Sec. 8. (a) The Commission, or a department as authorized by an approved 
employment plan, shall rate competitors for selection to competitive civil-service 
positions either (1) numerically on a scale of 100, or (2) in the case of such 
scientific and professional positions as the Commission may designate, by placing 
them in categories of outstanding, well-qualified, qualified, and unqualified. 
Category ratings shall not be used in the case of competitors for positions in the 
field service of the Post Office Department. . 
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(b) The term “service-connected disability” as used in section 2 (1) of the 
Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, as amended, shall be construed as a service- 
connected disability which is compensable under public laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration, the Department of the Army, the Department of 
the Navy, or the Department of the Air Force. 

Sec. 9. (a) So much of section 3 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, as 
amended (5 U. 8. C. 852), as precedes “Provided, That” is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sro. 3. In those examinations to determine the qualifications of applicants 
for entrance into the service in which applicants are rated numerically, ten points 
shall be added to the earned ratings of those persons included under section 2 
(1), (2), (8), and (5) (such persons being hereinafter sometimes called ‘speciii 
preference eligibles’), and five points shall be added to the earned ratings of those 
persons included under section 2 (4) of this Act, and in those examinations in 
which applicants are rated by categories such persons shall receive the preference 
provided by section 7 (b) of this Act: Provided further, That any such preterence 
eligible must receive a passing grade in order to qualify for such additional ten 
points or such additional five points or for such preference provided by section 
T 4B) 

(b) Section 7 
follows: 

“Sec. 7. (a) For professional and scientific positions for which the entrance 
salary is over $3,000 per annum and for which eligibles are rated numerically, 
the names of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service 
registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective augmented ratings and 
ahead of all eligibles having the same rating who are not entitled to preference. 
For all other positions for which eligibles are rated numerically, the names of 
eligibles entitled to ten points preference shall be entered at the top of the 
appropriate civil-service registers in accordance with their respective augmented 
ratings and the names of eligibles entitled to five points preference shall be entered 
on such registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective augmented 
ratings and ahead of all eligibles having the same rating who are not entitled to 
preference. 

“(b) For all positions for which eligibles are rated by categories, the names 
of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service registers 
of eligibles in accordance with their respective category ratings and ahead of 
all others in the same category, except that the names of special preference eli- 
gibles shall be entered ahead of other preference eligibles in the same category.” 

(c) So much of section 8 of such Act, as amended (5 U. 8S. C. 857), as precedes 
“Provided, That” is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 8 (a) When in accordance with civil-service laws and rules, a nominat- 
ing or appointing oflicer requests certification of eligibles for appointment pur- 
poses, there shall be certified, from the top of the appropriate civil-service 
register of eligibles, such number of names as may be necessary to permit such 
officer to make a selection for each vacancy in the manner provided by this 
section, 

“(b) When eligibles have been rated numerically, the nominating or appoint- 
ing officer shall be entitled to consider at least three eligibles for each vacancy 
and shall make selection from not more than the highest three eligibles available 
for appointment on certification: Provided, That the Civil Service Commission 
may by regulation provide that with respect to certain positions, not including 
positions in the field service of the Post Office Department, the nominating or 
appointing officer shall be entitled to consider at least five eligibles for each 
vacancy and shall make selection from not more than the highest five eligibles 
available for appointment and certification. 

“(c) When eligibles have been rated by categories, the nominating or appoint- 
ing officer shall be entitled to consider at least five eligibles for each vacancy 
and shall make selection from the highest category. The Commission shall 
prepare standards for determining when the number of eligibles in any category 
to be considered is insufficient or excessive. If, under such standards, there is 
an insufficient number of eligibles in the highest category, eligibles in the next 
highest category or categories shall also be considered for selection. If, under 
such standards, there is an excessive number of eligibles in the category or 
categories to be considered, the officer shall make selection from such lesser 
number of eligibles in such category or categories as may be determined to be 
sufficient under such standards. Selection of a nonpreference eligible Shall not 
be made in any case if there are available for selection the names of at least 
five preference eligibles in the same or a higher category. 


of such Act, as amended (5 U.S. C. 856), is amended to read as 
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“(d) A nominating or appointing officer shall not be required to consider an 
eligible for selection if objection to such eligible shall be made and sustained 
for any proper and adequate reason under regulations prescribed by the Civil 
Service Commission :”’. 

Sec. 10. Any competitor for selection to a competitive civil-service position 
shall, upon written request to the Commission, be entitled as a matter of right 
to a review by the Commission of the rating given him under section 8 of this 
Act. After such review the Commission shall take such action as it may find 
to be proper. 

APPOINTMENTS, AND SO FORTH, SOLELY ON MERIT 


Sec. 11. Subject to the Federal Reports Act of 1942 (5 U. 8. C. 1389), the 
Commission— 

(1) shall provide for the maintenance and preservation of personnel rec- 
ords, including the records of examinations, either by the Commission, or 
by the departments, or by both, as the Commission may determine; and 

(2) shall, after consultation with the departments (when the Commission 
deems it practicable), establish standards, practices, procedures, and forms 
for the personnel operations of the departments, to the extent that the Com- 
mission deems such action to be in the interests of the service. 


Sec. 12. As an aid to more effective governmental administration, the Commis- 
sion is authorized and directed to facilitate the transfer of officers and employees 
with special qualifications to positions requiring such qualifications by referring 
the names of such officers and employees to any departments making requests 
therefor. The Commission shall obtain from other departments, in connection 
with the filling of such positions, the names of and information with respect to 
officers and employees with special qualifications, and shall maintain such rec- 
ords as are necessary for the economical and efficient administration of this 
section. 

Sec. 13. (a) The President is authorized to issue such civil-service rules, and 
the Commission is authorized to issue such regulations, as may be necessary 
for the administration of this Act. 

(b) The Commission shall from time to time make such investigations with 
respect to the operation of this Act as it may deem necessary. The departments 
shall furnish the Commission such information in connection with such investi- 
gations as the Commission may request. The Commission shall take such cor- 
rective action as it may deem necessary in the light of such investigations. 

Sec. 14. The selection of persons under this Act and the promotion of officers 
and employees to higher positions shall be made on the basis of merit and 
efficiency. 

Sec. 15. The provisions of Reorganization Plan Numbered 5 of 1949 (5 U.S. C. 
133z-15 riotes) shall apply with respect to the performance of functions of the 
Commission under this Act. 

Sec. 16. All laws or parts of laws inconsistent with this Act are hereby repealed 
to the extent of such inconsistency. 

Sec. 17. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 18. This Act shall take effect. on the ninetieth day after the date of its 
enactment. 


Senator Butter. Our first witness will be Mr. Clarence N. Bruce, 
director, Division of Budget and Planning, Post Office Department. 
You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE N. BRUCE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
BUDGET AND PLANNING, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Chairman, it is the recommendation of the Post. Office that 
S. 1135 be amended to exclude the field service of the Post Office 
Department from all of its provisions. We have approximately 500,- 
000 field employees scattered among some 42,000 post offices, and all 
of these have been recruited and appointed to classified positions from 
registers established through the Civil Service Commission. We oper- 








~ 


RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE HOOVER COMMISSION 2 


ate a very simple and efficient method of efficiency appraisal of these 
employees. The method of promoting and reporting the promotions 
known to the Department is a very simple process developed over 
the years. We believe most sincerely that to change that method by 
the possible installation of a more detailed and involved system as 
this act would permit, would undoubtedly cost us a great deal of money. 
We run anywhere from 100,000 to possibly 200,000 personnel trans- 
actions a year; and, as I say, we have developed a very simple method 
of handling those transactions and operating the efliciency appraisal 
of those employees, and we believe that the possible imposition of 
any more complicated method would undoubtedly greatly increase our 
cost, and for that reason we believe that our field service should be 
exempt from this bill. 

Senator Burier. You said you have approximately 500,000 in the 
field service. 

Mr. Bruce. Yes. 

Senator Burter. How many elsewhere? 

Mr. Bruce. Three thousand in the departmental service. 

Senator Burier. You have 500,000 and 3,000 in total ? 

Mr. Bruce. Yes. 

Senator Burter. And you would like to exempt 500,000 ? 

Mr. Bruce. That is right. 

Senator Burier. In other words, you don’t approve of this bill. 

Mr. Bruce. That is right. 

Senator Burter. Have you any other statement you would like to 
make in connection with it? 

Mr. Brawtey. It is the opinion of the Postmaster General and his 
staff that the adoption of S. 1135 would cost the Post Office Depart- 
ment more money instead of saving money ? 

Mr. Bruce. That is correct. 

Senator Butter. Would that be over the long haul or just at the 
time of the transition ? 

Mr. Bruce. Both at the time of the transition and over the long 
haul, because we have developed very, very simple records that have 
proven very satisfactory from the managerial standpoint and the 
standpoint of the employees. 

Senator Burier. For the benefit of the committee, will you outline, 
not in too much detail, your present procedures and then tell the 
committee how this bill would affect those procedures. 

Mr. Bruce. In the efficiency ratings of our employees, we make no 
annual rating of any of the 500,000 except in those instances where 
the employee’s work is determined to be unsatisfactory or is begin- 
ning to appear to be unsatisfactory. If he is considered to be satis- 
factory from year to year, unless there is something that happens to 
indicate his work is no longer satisfactory, in that way we cut out 
approximately 98 percent of all the annual ratings that we would have 
to make if we were to make an annual rating, and we call it the effi- 
clency appraisal system. We have two ratings, satisfactory and un- 
satisfactory. That is a system that has been developed in conjunc- 
tion with work among the employees, from our own requirements, 
and we have saved a considerable amount of money in the use of that 
system. 

Senator Burter. How would that system work if you had an em- 
ployee working in a field office and no rating records are kept and 
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the man in charge is moved to some other office? How does he trans- 
mit to his successor the information that is necessary to know what 
the employees of that office are doing? 

Mr. Bruce. He has a rating record that shows whether his services 
are satisfactory or unsatisfactory and in each instance where there 
is any dereliction of duties or other infraction of the rules that are 
of such nature as to be given the consideration that would warrant 
a memorandum, a memorandum of that type is placed in his personnel 
jacket. 

Senator Butter. Between the area of infraction of duty and other 
serious charges, the ordinary, every-day performance of the employee 
is observed and no record is made, or is a record made of it 

Mr. Bruce. No record is made of it as long as his work is satisfac- 
tory. 

Senator Butter. Do you grade your employees who are more satis- 
factory employees sometimes higher than others who are only satis- 
factory? 

Mr. Bruce. No; we have the two terms of satisfactory and unsatis- 
factory and in any instance where a promotion to a supervisory grade 
is involved, of course the recommendations of the supervisor involved 
must be taken into account. 

Senator Burirr. Is the difference between being satisfactory and 
unsatisfactory a matter of a man doing his work so long as he does 
not infract the rules? He would bes satisfactory / 

Mr. Bruce. No, that is not the case. 

Senator Burter. What would be the difference ? 

Mr. Bruce. The man would have to perform a satisfactory quan- 
tity of work in order to be satisfactory. When he reaches the point 
where he does not perform that quantity of work, then it is incum- 
bent upon the postmaster to prefer charges against him, either to 
demote him to a lower grade where he can accomplish the job or if 
he cannot, to remove him. 

Senator Burier. Even if two men, working side by side, one may 
be more efficient and have more aptitude for the work and he would 
have no higher rating so long as he did his work or volume of work 
expected by the department. 

Mr. Bruce. That is correct so far as the rating of the work is con- 
cerned, but of course the promotion, that is different. 

Senator Burier. Well, that leads to the next logical question, how 
do you determine your promotions? 

Mr. Bruce. Entirely on merit and fitness. 

Senator BuT.er. Suppose ; you have a man display a great degree of 
fitness and the man in charge of the office is moved to some other office, 
who knows what that man has done? 

Mr. Bruce. Of course his personnel record would go with him. If 
there were no memorandum of the man’s work or other indication in 
that file to indicate that his record is not clear, that is one indication. 
If a man does exceptional work, the system provides that a memoran- 
dum shall be placed in his file indicating that, too. 

Senator Burier. So you do have some sort of a merit record on 
these employees ? 

Mr. Bruce. Oh, yes. 

Senator Butter. I wish you would tell us more about that. 
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Mr. Bruce. Any instance where an employee does any outstanding 
job, any outstanding individual feat of its own such as protection of 
mail beyond the call of duty or performing an unusual amount of work 
over a sustained period, a memorandum is placed in his file which is 
called you might say, a merit slip. We used to give merits for that. 
We no longer give merits or demerits. It is a merit letter you might 
say, and that goes into the file for the purpose you mentioned or for 
future consideration. 

Mr. Braw.ry. How do you recruit your employees at the present 
time ? 

Mr. Bruce. They are based on the register set up by the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission except for the inspector service, and that is depart- 
mental. 

Mr. Brawiey. According to your interpretation of the language 
of S. 1135, how does the language of this bill change that? 

Mr. Bruce. Under this it could provide for our holding the ex- 
amination and doing our own recruiting and setting up the register 
under the plan that “would be approved by the civil service. 

Mr. Brawzey. What is your main objection to that? 

Mr. Bruce. Our objection to that is not as strong as our objection 
to other phases of the bill. We are now contributing in excess of 
$2,250,000 a year in personnel for the Civil Service Commission to 
hold examinations. And while we do hold the examinations that they 
set up, we would have to set up a complete organization of our own 
to provide those examinations and to rate the papers and take care 
of that phase of the work. 

Our principal conten to the bill is the inclusive phrasing of the 
bill similar to section 12 which puts. everything, including a rating 
of the personnel under the Civil Service Commission and we are very 
much opposed to that. 

Senator Pastore (chairman of the subcommittee). We will be off 
the record for a moment. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Pastore. Are you in a position to give us any approxima- 
tion of how much it would cost and how much mone y is involved ? 

Mr. Bruce. The salaries of those secretaries costs us in excess of 
$2,250,000 a year which we now pay and that merely provides for the 
holding of the examinations and also for those who act as monitors 
for the examinations and I do not know what it would entail if we 
had to set up an organization to write the examinations and grade the 
examinations and set up the register and send them out and see that 
the registers were kept in proper order, which would require quite 
a bit of clerical work. 

Senator Pasrorr. You are in no position though to give us an esti- 
mate of how much that would cost ? 

Mr. Bruce. No; I would not be. We have never had any experi- 
ence along that line. 

Senator Pasrorr. U sing your judgment, do you see anything in 
this bill that you could recommend, in fairness? After all, we are 
more or less all interested in the same thing and we want to do this 
job in the best way and the most economical way that we can. 

Mr. Bruce. I don’t know of any particular section of that bill that 
we could recommend. The system as it now operates is very satis- 
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factory from our standpoint and we think it is a most economical one 
in that we are left as the judges of the records that we need. We have 
simplified them to the greatest extent possible and under the provisions 
of this bill we anlar no longer have that control. We would be 
forced to put in any records that were required by the Civil Service 
Commission. 

Senator Pasrore. After all, you are very much interested in this 
or surely there was a reason for making these recommendations and 
_ said you do part of the job and you say it would be a tremendous 

urden to assume the whole job from beginning to end. Why do you 
take that position ? 

Mr. Bruce. That is.only one phase of it; one aspect is the recruit- 
ment; another aspect is that they shall make all rules and regulations 
concerning the internal promotion of employees; and the third phase 
is that they shall have complete jurisdiction of the records. 

Senator Pasrore. Who takes that position ¢ 

Mr. Bruce. The Civil Service Commission; and we feel that we 
are more qualified to determine who shall be supervised in the post 
office than anyone else. 

Mr. Braw ey. I direct your attention to page 9 of the bill, sec- 
tion (c): 

When eligibles have been rated by categories, the nominating or appointing 
officer slrall be entitled to consider at least five eligibles for each vacancy and 
shall make selection from the highest category. 

As I understand it, that is quite a change from the present system. 

Mr. Bruce. I believe that would except the post office. I think 
further on it covers an exception made from the field service of the 
Post Office Department with respect to category ratings. 

Senator Butter. You told us what your present system was. Now, 
tell us what this bill does, in your opinion. 

Senator Pastore. May I interpose a little observation at this point? 
Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Pasrorr. On the record. Go ahead and answer that ques- 
tion for Senator Butler. 

Mr. Brawtey. We have a witness appearing next that I think could 
better explain what the over-all provisions of the bill are. 

Senator Pasrorr. All right, I would appreciate hearing from him 
first so that we will ali know what the bill is and from then on we 
can follow it with more chronological sense. We ought to prove the 
corpus delicti first. 

Are there any further questions, Senator Butler? Thank you very 
much, sir. Are you going to be with us for a short while? 

Mr. Bruce. I shall be glad to if you wish, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Why don’t you stay here since there may be ques- 
tions that we might like you to answer for us. We would appreciate 
it if you will. 

Now we will hear from Robert L. L. McCormick. 

Mr. McCormick. There are three of us here. I wonder if Dr. 
Flemming might go on first. He could perhaps explain the bill and 
then Mr. Widdoes and I could answer any questions after Mr. Widdoes 


makes the general statement. 
Senator Pastore. All right, Dr. Flemming. 
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STATEMENT OF DR. ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, DIRECTOR OF MAN- 
POWER DIVISION OF THE OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
AND PRESIDENT OF OHIO WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Arthur S. Flemming. I served as a 
member of the Hoover Commission and also served for a period of 814 
years as a member of the United States Civil Service Commission. 
At the present time I am serving as Mr. Wilson’s assistant on man- 
power in connection with the defense mobilization program. 

First of all, I would like to present to the members of the com- 
mittee a statement that was sent to me by former President Hoover, 
the chairman of the Hoover Commission, with the request that I read 
the statement to the committee. 

Would you be kind enough to pay my respects to Senator Pastore and the 
subcommittee of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee and to place 
on the record this short statement: 

“S. 1135, introduced by Senators McClellan, Aiken, Benton, Dirksen, Duff, 
Ferguson, Humphrey, Ives, Kefauver, Lodge, McCarthy, Saltonstall, and Taft, 
would effectively carry out the recommendations of the Commission on Organ- 
ization for improvement of the recruitment practices of the Federal Government 
and for the elimination of polities practices of the Federal Government and for 
the elimination of polities from the civil service. The Commission found much 
evidence of delays and ineffectiveness in recruiting. It noted major categories 
of Federal appointments which were governed by political considerations. It 
made recommendations which would, through an improved recruiting system, 
make the Federal civil service a system which would induce the best young 
people in the land to enter the career service and which would give them more 
adequate protection against political domination. 

“Congress has before it a great opportunity to improve the Federal civil serv- 
ice, to improve the caliber of those in the career service, to cut the wasteful 
Federal turn-over, and to effect other large economies. The bill would do all 
of these things. It should be amended, however, to apply specifically to eradi- 
cation of politics in the appointments of postmasters. Government is now the 
largest industry in the United States. Unless our Federal Government’s per- 
sonnel systems are modernized, the citizens of this Nation will not receive the 
efficient and economical services to which they are entitled.” 

That is the end of the statement submitted by former President 
Hoover. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to provide you with just 
a brief account of the manner in which the Hoover Commission 
carried out its studies in the personnel field. First of all we appointed 
a task force or a special study group. That study group was made 
up of the following persons: The chairman was the late John A. 
Stevenson, president of the Penn-Mutual Life Insurance Co.; Law- 
rence A. Appley, president, American Management Associ ition, 
former vice president, Montgomery Ward & Co.: Vannevar Bush, 
former chairman, Research and Development Board, Department of 
Defense; Senator Harry F. Byrd from the State of Virginia; the 
date Alvin E. Dodd, honorary president, American Management 
Association, the immediate past president of the association; Frank- 
lin D’Olier, former chairman of the board of the Prudential Life 
Insurance Co. of America; Dr. Alvin C. Eurich, president, University 
of the State of New York; Earl G. Harrison, former dean of the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania Law School, vice president of that university ; 
Dr. Robert L. Johnson, president of Temple U niversity ; David Lilien- 
thal, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy C ommission at that time; 
James P. Mitchell, vice president of Bloomingdale Bros. ; Robert 
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Ramspeck, executive vice president of Air Transport Association of 
America at that time, and now chairman of the Civil Service Com- 
mission; A. W. Robertson, chairman of the board of Westinghouse 
Electric Co.; Dr. George D. Stoddard, president the the University 
of Illinois; Raw leigh Warner, chairman of the board of The Pure 
Oil Co.; Alfred H. W illiams, president of the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Philadelphia, and Dr. Leonard D. White, professor of the depart- 
ment of political science, University of Chicago and former civil 
service commissioner, 

I had the opportunity of meeting with the members of this particu- 
lar committee at all of the meetings they held. I was very much 
umpressed with the excellent attendance and also very much impressed 
with the way in which they went into the problems that were pre- 
sented to them in the personnel field. Also, the Hoover Commission 
engaged the services of the management consulting firm of Cresap, 
McCormick & Paget and they did a great deal of the staff work for 
the committee. ‘The work of that committee is all reflected in what 
is called a task force report of the Federal personnel and if you had 
an opportunity of looking at it or do have the opportunity of looking 
at it, 1 am sure that you will agree with me that it is a very wel 
documented study. 

After the task force presented its report to our full commission we 
spent quite a number of sessions of the full commission, that is all 
the members of the Hoover Commission, considering the various 
recommendations. Some of the recommendations we did not accept. 
Most of them, however, we did accept and we set forth our conclusions 
in a report on the personnel management, which is one of the basic 
reports of the Hoover Commission. 

Ve applied to the personnel field three principles of management 
just as we did in connection with all other aspects of our work, 
and I would like to summarize those three principles of management 
because I think you will find them reflected in all of the recommenda- 
tions that the Hoover Commission made, not only in the personnel 
field but in other areas. 

First of all, we said that responsibility for the various activities of 
Government should be fixed in a definite and clean-cut manner. 

In the second place, we said that sufficient authority to act should 
be delegated to officials of Government so that they can carry on their 
activities in an efficient and expeditious manner. 

In the third place, we said that controls should be established by 
those who are given final responsibility for various activities so as to 
make sure that those who are given authority to act will do so within 
the framework of standards established by the Congress and by the 
President of the United States. 

It seems to me that our recommendation for a new employment plan 
for the Federal Government provides an excellent illustration of the 
applicaiton of these principles and I would like to read those specific 
recommendations. ‘They are very short: Recommendation No. 6. 


The President, by Executive order, should require all major departments and 
agencies to conduct vigorous recruiting programs for, and to examine and make 
final appointments to— 

(a) All high-level administrative, professional and technical positions, 

(b) All positions peculiar to the agency. 

(c) Any other classes of position which, in the judgment ef the Civil 
Service Commission, can be filled more effectively by the agencies, 
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The agencies should be required to submit their proposed recruiting and exam- 
ining programs to the Civil Service Commission for approval with the further 
understanding that the actual conduct of the programs will be subject to inspec- 
tion by the Commission to enforce adherence to the Civil Service Act and the 
Veterans’ Preference Act. 

I think you can see in those few paragraphs a reflection of those 
principles. In other words, it was our feeling that responsibility for 
the merit system should be vested with the Civil Service Commission. 

We also felt however that authority to act within the framework 
of the merit system should be delegated in many instances to the op- 
erating departments and agencies of the Government. At the same 
time we felt that the Civil Service Commission should be put in a posi- 
tion where by means of inspections it could determine whether or not 
the departments and agencies were adhering to the Commission’s con- 
cept of a merit system and should be kept in a position where if the 
Commission found that certain de partments and agencies were not 
adhering to the standards set by the President and the Congress, the 
Commission could move in itself and take over the operation until 
such time as it was convinced that the department concerned was will- 
ing to operate in accordance with the rules of the game. 

Senator Pastore. That sounds nice to me but the thing that bothers 
me is this: If the premise of your Commission is that the power of 
control and the power of aeamtctt should rest in the individual de- 
partment and you give to the Commission aie authority to step in 
and take it away arbitrarily without any right of appeal to anybody 
else, aren't you confusing this whole thing? You say this departme nt 
knows its work, knows its obje ctives, has the knowledge and therefore 

should have the authority to carry out its own recruitment program 
but subject at any time to the Commission coming in. If a commis- 
sion which is jealous of keeping its own authority ‘and appropriations 
can step in and say, “We can take it away any time we think you don't 
do it properly,” who is going to have the control? In one breath you 
say it is up to the departme nt and in the other to the Civil Service 
Commission. Why don’t you leave it to the Congress to say whether 
it is being done properly or not ¢ 

Mr. Ftemoune. | appreciate the point of view you have expressed. 

Senator Pasrore. I am not arguing with you. 1 want it een 

Mr. Fiemmine. I might say that point of view was considered i 
connection with the deliberations of the Hoover Commission. The 
Hoover Commission was made up of four representatives of Congress, 
two from the executive branch and six representing the public, with 
Mr. Hoover as the Chairman. We discussed that point of view back 
and forth. It was likewise discussed by this task force on personnel 
to which I have already referred. But it was our final conclusion that 
if the Federal Government is going to operate in accordance with a 
merit system, the responsibility for that merit system shoul | be placed 
at one point, namely the central personnel agency or the Civil Service 
Commission. However, we did feel that the Government had become 

large and so complex in its operations that you could no longer 
expect a central personnel agency such as the Civil Service Commis- 
sion to handle the large number of transactions that have to be han- 
dled if you are going to carry out your employment program on a 
centralized basis. 

Senator Pastore. Aren’t you willing to admit that your system will 
be a little more expensive ? 
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Mr. Fiemminea. May I finish my remark first, Senator, and then I 
will answer your question. 

Senator Pastore. Yes. 

Mr. Fiemminc. Our thought was to delegate the authority to act, 
in many instances, not all instances, but to ‘delegate authority to act 
to the departments and agencies, with the under standing that they 
must act within a framework of standards set by the Commission and 
set by the President under rules and regulations which the Congress 
authorizes him to issue. 

However, we did not feel that we could close our eyes to the fact 
that if you just simply delegated that authority to act and then 
stopped at that, it would inevitably result in some violations of the 
standards set by the Commission and by the President. Therefore, 
we felt that responsibility had to be fixed at one point for checking 
up from time to time to see whether there was adherence to the 
standards. We felt that that responsibility should rest with the 
Civil Service Commission. But if all you do is give the Civil Service 
Commission the right to check up from time to time to see whether 
there is adherence to standards and stop there, that also will be 
meaningless. So we felt that the Commission should be provided 
with some sanction. In my judgment, and considering the way in 
which Government operates, the Commission would find it very (liffi- 
cult to apply those sanctions in an arbitrary manner, because if the 
Commission did, a Cabinet officer would, for example, protest. to the 
President and if the President felt that the Commission was acting 
in a capricious manner he would step in and take appropriate action. 

I will be glad at this time to pick up your question as to the cost 
that might be involved, Senator. 

Senator Burier. Before you get to that, may I ask you another 
question more closely related. 

Mr. Fiemmrina. Yes. 

Senator Butter. Don’t we now in a vast number of departments 
of Government have some such system as you have just outlined ? 

Mr. Fiemrine. Yes. 

Senator Butter. They take care of the initial recruitment accord- 
ing to standards of the Civil Service Commission. They give their 
own examinations and put the people to work. The Commission then 
makes desk surveys from time to time and if it finds the people are 
not doing work equal to their grades they put them down in grade, 
demote them in grade, and if they are not of sufficient grade they put 
them up toa higher grade; do they not? 

Mr. Fitemminc. I appreciate your question and you are correct in 
your observation. Ever since the Civil Service Act was passed in 
1883 the departments and agencies have, up to a point, participated 
in the recruitment operation and I will confine myself solely to the 
recruitment side of it and won’t get over to the pay classification side. 
The original act provides for the appointment in the department and 
agencies of boards of examiners. In the beginning that device was 
used by the Federal Government quite extensively. As time went on 
there was a tendency on the part of the Civil Service Commission 
to take over operations that had been handled by the board of exam- 
ners; not on a 100-percent basis, however, because if you study the 
operations of the Civil Service Commission in the navy yard and the 
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arsenals, and so on, you will find that recruiting has always been 
handled through boards of examiners. 

As we moved into the war programs in connection with World War 
No. 2 we found it necessary, and I was at that time serving as a mem- 
ber of the Commission, to utilize the services of the examining boards 
toa much greater extent than ever before. And if we had not utilized 
them to a very considerable extent, in my opinion the whole system 
would have broken down completely. 

When we came to the end = World War No. 2 and moved into the 
so-called postwar period, we faced the question of whether or not we 
would try to pull back a lot of that operating load to the Civil Service 
Commission or whether or not we would continue to develop on this 
system of examining boards. The matter was finally presented to 
the President and he issued an Executive order which made it possible 
for us to continue to utilize the examining boards. The Commission 
has continued to do so. Iam sure when Mr. Ramspeck comes before 
you he will present statistics which will indicate that as we move into 
this emergency period they are using that system to a very con- 
siderable extent. 

The task force on personnel of the Hoover Commission and the 
Hoover Commission itself took note of the fact that there had been 
moves in that particular direction. Both the task force and the Com- 
mission commended the Civil Service Commission and the executive 
branch of the Government for moving in such a direction. We had 
the feeling that by certain changes in basic laws, the division of 
responsibility between the Civil Service Commission and the depart- 
ments and agencies could be made clearer other than it is under the 
law of 1883. ‘Those who drafted that law obviously did not envisage 
this kind of asituation. And so really the bill before you at the pres- 
ent time is simply designed to make more clear-cut the division of 
responsibility between the Commission and the departments and 
agencies, It is a continuation of a trend which started in 1940 and 
has continued right down to the present time. 

Senator Buriter. Would you say it has worked satisfactorily ? 

Mr. Fiemmine. Well, of course, no system works in an entirely sat- 
isfactory manner in the personnel field. I don’t want to claim that 
this or any other system has, but in my opinion it would have been 
absolutely impossible for the Commission to have stayed in the picture 
during World War No. Il if we had not operated under this kind of a 
system and it would have been absolutely impossible for the Civil 
Service Commission to handle the tremendous load that has been + iced 
on it by the present defense mobilization plan if it were not possible 
to operate under such a system. 

Senator Pastore. Why do you confine yourself to certain cate- 
gories of recruitment in a department? Why don’t you go the full 
way 

Mr. Fiemnrne. First of all, the Hoover Commission did not recom- 
mend a sharp line of demarcation. We felt that it should be worked 
out with the various departments and agencies. For example, you 
have just heard a representative of the Post Office Department who 
feels the present set-up is all right so far as his Department is con- 
cerned, Well, conceivably even if the Congress should enact into 
law this particular bill the Civil Service Commission and the Post 
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Oflice Department might agree that the present method of doing busi- 
ness is the best method of doing business. 

Senator Pasrore. Is there any encroachment on the recruitment 
program of the Post Office Department through this bill ? 

Mr. Fiemmine. Not necessarily. If the Congress should enact this 
bill into law, the recruitment system now in effect as between the 

Civil Service Commission and the Post Office Department could con- 
tinue just as is so that I don’t think there is any real basis for concern. 

If I may, I will be glad to move ahead and discuss more specifically 
some of the provisions of this bill. First of all I would like to make 
this statement, that if the bill which is now before the committee 
is approved and enacted into law it will mean that the recommenda- 
tions of the Hoover Commission which I have been discussing with 
you will have been put into effect. I think I should qualify that by 
saying the recommendations relative to recruitment because this bill 
does not attempt to deal with certain other recommendations that have 
been made. In fact, some of them have been enacted into law. 

For example, I think you might turn to section 3 of the bill, or sec- 

‘on 3 (a) which says: 

It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Commission and of the depart- 
ments to maintain and protect a system of recruitment, examination, certifica- 
tion, and selection of persons for competitive civil-service :positions in the de- 
partments which will result in open competition and selection on merit. 

I think a suggestion has been made in a written report to this com- 
mittee that this particular section might be amended to insert after 
the word “department,” on line 10, the words “under regulation of 
the Commission.” 

It seems to me that that is a very sound recommendation, because it 
makes clear that the ultimate responsibility rests with the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission and I think that the Congress wants to be in a posi- 
tion where it can fix responsibility at one point. 

Then we move on to section 3 (b). I don’t need to read that. 
That is the section which would give the Commission and the President 
the right to waive some of the rules of the open competition when 
there is a national emergency, and certainly it seems to me there is 
a need for that. 

Then you come to section 3 (c) where it says that— 

Fach department shall submit to the Commission an employment plan or plans 
for the recruitment, examinaiton, certification, and selection of persons for spe- 
cified categories of competitive civil-service positions in such department. Two 
or more departments may jointly submit and operate under an employment plan, 

That is a very practical provision because some of the smaller de- 
partments obv iously wouldn’t want to carry on a recruitment program 

all by themselves and yet a number of the smaller departments might 
net together or a smaller department might join up with a larger 
de partment and work out a pl: in. 
‘Then that same subsection goes on to say: 


If the Commission approves an employment plan submitted by a department, 
such department, or such department and the Commission, in accordance with 
such plan, shall reeruit, examine, and certify, and such department shall select, 
persons for such of its competitive civil-service positions as are included in such 
plan. All operations of a department under any empleyment plan shall be 
subject to such supervision and direction by the Commission as may be necessary 
for the Commission to discharge its duty and responsibility under this act. 
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I think someone has suggested striking the words at the end of that 
sentence “its duty and responsibility under this Act” and substituting 
the following words: “the duty and responsibility assigned to it by 
law” because the Commission has specific responsibilities under the 
Civil Service Act of 1883 and the Veterans’ Preference Act. 

Then it goes on to say in section 4 (a) : 

The Commision shall, after consultation with the departments principally 
concerned- 

(1) Determine, from time to time, with due regard to the effectiveness 
of the operations of the departments and to the best interests of the Govern- 
ment, those competitive civil-service positions which shall be subject to 
recruitment, examination, and certification by the Commisison, and those 
positions which shall be subject to employment plans ; 

(2) Prepare standards to be followed in the establishment and operation 
of employment plans ; 

(3) From time to time revise, supplement, or abolish existing standards, 
or prepare new standards for employment plans. 

I would like to say there that that emphasis on the function of the 
Commission in the preparation of standards is a matter which you 
will find discussed in the task force report on personnel, and the 
Hoover Commission report on personnel emphasizes it to a very con- 
siderable extent. 

It was our feeling and is our feeling that with the Government 
as large and comple x as it is at the present time, the emphasis, as far 
as the Civil Service Commission is concerned must be on leade ‘ship 
in the personnel field and on the development of new standards which 
will adapt personnel administration to the needs of departments. If 
an administrator or an agency is in a position where it has to handle 
a multitude of individual cases and also has a responsibility for the 
development of standards, we all know that if there is a conflict be- 
tween those responsibilities, the time will be spent on the hi undling 
of cases. It is my conviction as a result of 9 years’ membership on 
the Civil Service Commission that the Commission has been in a 
position where it has had to spend too much time on handling indi- 
vidual cases and has not had enough time to think through the kind 
of personnel standards that ought to be in effect at a particular time. 
And I believe, Mr. Chairman, that if the Congress endorses a pro- 
gram of this kind, it will put the Commission in a position where 
it can exercise leadership in the enemas of standards. If that 
happens, I don’t think that we will get as much personnel administra- 
tion by appropriation riders as we are getting at the present time. 

I have been standing on the side lines and observing the enact- 
ment of these various riders, and in my opinion the end result of 
these riders can be nothing more or less than to tie personnel admin- 
istration up in a knot. Congress is passing these orders because it is 
dissatisfied with the way in which the personnel system. is operating. 
I feel that if we could put into effect a program which enables the 
Civil Service Commission to emphasize its responsibility for develop- 
ing standards and permits the operating responsibility to rest with 
the departments and agencies, we would then make it possible for the 
Commission to exercise really outstanding leadership. In my opin- 
ion that can be and will be done under the ch: ree unship of Mr. Ram- 
speck for whom I have the highest regard. I don’t know of anybody 
in the Nation who is better equipped to provide that leadership and 
[ hope that the Congress will put the Commission in a position where 
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it can spend a great deal of time and energy on that part of its total 
responsibility. 

Now, section 5 of the bill provides that— 

The Commission shall undertake directly, or make appropriate alternative ar- 
rangements for, the recruitment, examination, and certification of persons for 
selection and appointment to competitive civil-service positions not covered by 
currently approved employment plans. 

Then we come down to the enforcement of the standards, which 
is set forth in section 6, which is as follows: 

Sec. 6. (a) The Commission shall from time to time, but at least annually, 
review the operations of the departments under approved employment plans 
in order to determine whether such operations are in compliance with such 
plans and with the civil-service rules and regulations. The Commission shall 
make findings with respect to the operations of the departments under their 
employment plans, and shall report such findings to the heads of the depart- 
ments concerned. 

Then it goes on: 

(b) The Commission shall withhold, withdraw, or suspend its approval of 
any employment plan or part thereof, after duly held hearings, whenever it finds 
that such plan does not meet the standards prepared by the Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, I think you will find that probably the Civil Service 
Commission and possibly ‘the Budget Bureau will qusation the words 
“after duly held hearings.” I think that is a debatable point and they 
will probably suggest that on line 23 it read “after consultation with 
the department” and so on. It seems to me the committee should give 
very careful consideration to that suggestion. This provision for 
hearings might result in the development of additional red tape. I 
think the requirment that the Commission must consult with the de- 
partments before it takes the actions indicated would be sufficient. 

Then section 6 goes on as follows in subsection (c) : 

Whenever the Commission finds that the operations of a department under 
an approved employment plan are not in compliance with such plan or with the 
civil-service rules and regulations, the Commission shall have authority (1) to 
recruit, examine, and certify persons for selection and appointment to competi- 
tive civil-service positions in such departments which are subject to such plan, 
aan? 9% 3, 

Now there was an amendment made to that to line 4 of page 5 im- 
mediately after the parenthesis (1) which reads as follows: 

To conduct or to supervise the conduct of recruiting, examining, and certify- 

ing of persons for selection and appointment to competitive civil-service positions 
in such department which are subject to such plan and * * *, 
I think the amendment there is a sound one because it provides that 
where the Commission takes over recruitment activities it can move 
in and supervise the work of the employees in the departments and 
agencies. 

Also the Commission is given authority— 

(2) To modify or change any action taken or procedure followed by such 
department under such plan. 

Let us assume that a veteran objects to the rating which he has 
received under this plan, a rating assigned to him by a department 
or agency. This particular provision gives the Civil Service Com- 
mission adequate authority to move in, and take a look at that particu- 
lar rating. Also, the veteran would then be entitled to all the appeals 
rights under the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. The right, how- 
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ever, to take a look at a specific case on the presentation of a complaint 
is not confined to veterans only. 

The next part of that.section reads : 

The Commission shall certify to such department any such action taken by 
the Commission under this subsection. The department shall take action in 
accordance with such certificate and such certificate shall be binding on the 
department. 

Under the rulings of the Comptroller General that language has 
real meaning. 

Senator Pastor. Where does that authority now rest; on the Com- 
mission exclusively ? 

Mr. Fiemnina. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. It already enjoys it anyway. 

Mr. FLtemmine. Yes; in many instances. 

There is a suggestion that subsection (d) be added. I think it is 
an excellent amendment. It is as follows: 

(d) Whenever the Commission performs additional recruiting, examining, or 
certification work in order to render services to a department as a result of 
action taken under paragraphs (b) or (c) of this section, funds shall be made 
available to the Commission for its expenses in connection with the performance 
of such services from funds appropriated or otherwise available to the depart- 
ment for which the Commission performs such services, by advances or reim- 
bursements, in such manner and in such amounts as may be approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget. The Commission shall keep records of its expenses in 
connection with the performance of such additional services and shall certify 
such expenses to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Pastore. Now, there is my question. What about this 
matter of stepping in and taking over control of funds? 

Mr. Fiemmine. I think there are sufficient safeguards there. You 
can see that the Bureau of the Budget participates in this operation 
and the Bureau of the Budget functions as | the arm of the President 
not only in the fiscal area but also in the area of man: igement. I am 
sure if they felt that the Commission was dorcel in an arbitrar y manner 
they could so report to the President and the President would direct 
the Commission not to act in an arbitrary manner. 

Senator Pastore. And the fact that the funds would be necessary 
in the event the Commission said that the law was not being per- 
formed properly, and they would have to go to the Bureau of the 
Budget and that would be a sufficient instance of not ruling it sub- 
standard when as a matter of fact it was being ruled proper Ty. 

Mr. Ftemuina. I think so. I think I can assure you that there are 
a lot of checks and balances that operate so far as the Civil Service 
Commission is concerned. You are dealing with human beings and 
any commission that tried to act in an arbitr: ary manner would soon 
be running into all kinds of trouble because of our system of checks 
and balances. 

Senator Pasrorr. I don’t mean wrangling of the staffs below the 
Commission. After all you have to maintain a staff in the Commis- 
sion that would have to be comparable to that in a department because 
after all you have to have an equal to judge an equal. Iam really talk- 
ing about the staffs and not the Cabinet members. It goes on all the 
time, that wrangling. 

Mr. Fuemarne. I appreciate that problem, and, of course, the solu- 
tion is to try to get it above that level and get it on a level where it 
will get more adequate consideration. 
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Section 7 is a section which the Commission has always advocated 
and in fact it is reflected in the present rules: 


The Commission, in the case of those examinations for which it expects com- 
petition to be greatly in excess of the needs of the service, may, with due regard 
to the principle of open competition, take such action, or direct that such action 
be taken by a department, as the Commission deems necessary to limit the 
number of persons permitted to compete for positions to such number as is 
reasonably required to meet economically and effectively the needs of the service 
for qualified and capable employees. 

That is not a problem today, of course, when we have a tight labor 
market. The problem that confronts the Commission and the Federal 
Government today is to find enough people willing to ene for 
positions. When you get into a period of unemployment it becomes 
a very serious problem and there were times in the 1930’s that when 
the Commission was in a position where it had to examine 250,000 
people. 

Senator Pasrorr. For one job? 

Mr. lk Lemmrinc. Well, it was more than one job; possibly 40 or 50 
people might be employed as the result of that examination. 

I think this is a very sound provision. 

The next one is section 8 (a) : 

The Commission, or a department as authorized by an approved employment 


plan, shall rate competitors for selection to competitive civil service positions 
either (1) numerically on a scale of 100, or (2) 





and I will read this first as it is— 


by placing them in categories of outstanding, well-qualified, and unqualified. 
Except under unusual circumstances, category ratings shall be used in the case 
of competitors for professional, administrative, and scientific positions of a high 
level. 


I won't comment on this section right now. I want to go through 
this so we get this whole picture. 
It goes on: 


Category ratings shall not be used in the case of competitors for positions in the 
field service of the Post Office Department. 


I think this amendment is primarily a technical amendment: 


Sec. 9. (a) So much of section 3 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, as 
amended (5 U. 8S. C. 852), as precedes “Provided, That” is amended to read as 
follows: 

Sec. 3. In those examinations to determine the qualifications of applicants 
for entrance into the service in which applicants are rated numerically, ten 
points shall be added to the earned ratings of those persons included under 
section 2 (1), (2), (8), and (5) (such persons being hereinafter sometimes called 
“special preference eligibles’), and five points shall be added to the earned 
ratings of those persons included under section 2 (4) of this Act, and in those 
examinations in which applicants are rated by categories such persons shall 
receive the preference provided by section 7 (b) of this Act: Provided further, 
That any such preference eligible must receive a passing grade in order to qualify 
for such additional ten points or such additional five points or for such preference 
provided by section 7 (b): 


I am going to move on to section 7 so that we can get this whole 
picture in front of us: 


Sec. 7. (a) For professional and scientific positions for which the entrance 
salary is over $3,000 per annum for which eligibles are rated numerically, the 
names of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service 
registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective augmented ratings and 
ahead of all eligibles having the same rating who are not entitled to preference. 
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For all other positions for which eligibles are rated numerically, the names of 
eligibles entitled to ten points preference shall be entered at the top of the 
appropriate civil-service registers in accordance with their respective augmented 
ratings, and the names of eligibles entitled to five points preference shall be 
entered on such registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective aug- 
mented ratings and ahead of all eligibles having the same rating who are not 
entitled to preference. 

Ty 


I am reading subsection (b) as it is rather than the proposed 
amendment : 

For professional and scientific positions for which the entrance salary is 
over $3,000 per annum and for which eligibles are rated by categories, the names 
of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service registers 
of eligibles in accordance with their respective category ratings and ahead of 
all others in the same category. For all other positions for which eligibles are 
rated by categories, the names of preference eligibles shall be entered on the 
appropriate civil-service registers of eligibles in accordance with their respec- 
tive category ratings and ahead of all others in the same category, except that 
the names of special-preference eligibles shall be entered-at the top of the highest 
category 
and of course those special-preference eligibles are the disabled 
veterans. 

This does propose a system of rating by categories rather than 
numerical rating and I would like to indicate why the Commission 
endorses that sy stem. 

Senator Pastore. What is that numerical rating ? 

Mr. Firemmine. On the scale of 100. If a person takes an exami- 
nation, he will get 95 or 96 or so on and his name is placed on the list 
in accordance with the numerical rating. 

The task force recommended to the Hoover Commission, and the 
Hoover Commission endorsed it and recommended to the Congress 
that it move in the direction of category ratings under which, as indi- 

cated by this bill, persons would be placed in the categories of out- 
sundia: well-qualified, qualified, and unqualified. Our feeling was 
that this examining business is not an exact science. At times, for 
example, one person may be assigned a rating of 91 and another per- 
son 91.5. It was our feeling that the examining process is not quite 
that exact a science. 

Also, it was our feeling that the appointing officer very legitimately 
at times might want to go into or take into consideration factors other 
than the exact grade that a person receives in an examination. Let me 
take a type of position where a person is dealing with the public. 
Appointing officers might feel that the persons who were on the list 
of three names were not persons who could deal with the public satis- 
factorily even though they might have been able to pass this exami- 
nation, We had the feeling that if you are really going to hold the 
appointing officers responsible for what goes on within their depart- 
ments, agencies, bureaus, divisions, et cetera, they must partic ipate to 
a greater extent in the appointing process. Otherwise you just pro- 
vide them with an alibi. They take one of these three persons and 
the person comes in and does not do a good job in dealing with the 
pare and the appointing officer throws up his hands and says, “Don’t 
10ld me responsible. I had no real chance to participate in the selec- 
tion of the person who is in the job.” 

It was our feeling that the appointing officer should be given a little 
more elbow room than that. So we suggested these c ategory ratings 
with the thought that oftentimes the. appointing officer would be 
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supplied, for example, with the names of all of the veterans who had 
been placed in the outstanding category and they would have the right 
to select from any of those outstanding veterans for the position that 
they want to fill. 

This bill specifies a little later on, that when eligibles have been 
rated by cate rories, the nominating officer shall be entitled to con- 
sider at least five eligibles for each 1 vacancy and make selection from 
the higher category. That restricts the appointing officer a little more 
than we had in mind but we have no objection to it. I think it is a 
step in the right direction, and if experience proves that you can give 
the appointing officer a little more leeway than that, this is worded so 
the Commission will have authority to do so. 

How would this operate as far as veterans’ preference is concerned ? 
I would like to preface my explanation by saying this, that all the 
time that I served as a member of the Civil Service C ommission, I 
consistently went on record as favoring a system of preference for 
veterans in employment in the Federal Government. Also I tried to 
do everything I could to see to it that the existing laws were adminis- 
tered in such a manner as to give the veterans an honest-to-goodness 
preference. I still believe in it, and I believe that in view of the kind 
of experiences that this Nation has had to go through beginning back 
in 1917, that a system of preference for veterans in employment makes 
good sense. 

I know that there are those who have felt that possibly this system 
of category rating would operate in such a way as to result in fewer 
veterans getting jobs or, to put it another way, would operate in such 

ray as to undermine the philosophy which underlies the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944. Personally I have not been able to bring 
myself to the place where I can concur in that conclusion. 

‘Let us take a specific situation and let us assume that the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission has decided that 10 persons are of such caliber that they 
are entitled to go into the outstanding category. And let us assume 
that their cut-off point is a cut-off point that under a numerical rating 
system would have been about 90. Now under the numerical rating 
system—I will ask you to assume further that in this group of 10 
there are 5 veterans and 5 nonveterans—under the numerical rating 
system the veterans would in all probability have been interspersed 
with the nonveterans. That is, there might have been a veteran with 
a grade of 99 and then there might have been a nonveteran with a 
erade of 98 and so on, and you ¢ ould very well come down to the point 
where the tenth man in this group that I am talking about would have 
been a veteran. Under this proposal you would take that group of 
10 outstanding competitors, and place the 5 veterans in the group at the 
top of the list. And this bill provides that all of them must be given 
consideration before an appointing officer can begin to consider those 
five nonveterans. 

Senator Pastore. What do you mean by “consideration ?” 

Mr. Fiemmine. That matter is covered by other laws, the Veterans’ 
Preference Act, by rules and regulations and so on, and this as I see 
it does not do anything to change the existing proc edure. 

For example, if an appointing y officer passes over a veteran in order 
to appoint a nonveteran, he has to give reasons to the Civil Service 
Commission for proposing to do that. The Civil Service Commission 
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has to act on those reasons and decide whether they are valid reasons 
or not, and soon. That procedure would not be changed by this law. 

Senator Pastore. In order to overcome any objection that there 
might be—and, of course, you are a practical man and there may be 
objections to it and we are very much interested in that because after 
all I think you have very well said that the spirit of this whole thing 
is to observe and promote as much as possible veterans preference. 
I think our record ought to be very replete in that respect. Of course 
you have to admit too that if within the outstanding category, let us 
say, of applicants for the position, you have a grade that under the 
numerical system goes, let us say, from 90 to 100, if a disabled veteran 
has 10 points credit, the fact that someone else who is not a veteran 
might get a 96 grade, the fact that he would get a 90 mark and a 
10-point preference would bring him practically up to 100, under the 
present system he will get the job. Under your system there is a 
likelihood that he might not get the job. 

Mr. FiemMine. There is a provision in this law to the effect that the 
disabled veteran who qualifies is to go ahead of all other categories; 
that is, all the disabled veterans who qualify go up ahead of the out- 
standing category, and they must all be considered by the appointing 
officers before you even begin to look at the nondisabled veterans in 
the outstanding category. 

Senator Pasrorr. In the event that he does not, after considering, 
appoint that particular veteran, must he give a full report on why he 
did not do it? 

Mr. Fremmine. Yes, just as he must today, because, as I read this 
bill, it does not change the existing practice but does provide that 
the disabled veterans will be in a category all by themselves, if they 
qualify. In other words, they do not have to be outstanding or well 
qualified, just qualified, and then they go right up to the top, and they 
must be given consideration ahead of everyone else. 

Senator Pastore. In other words, is it fair for me to say that the 
appointing authority must in any category use the pool of eligible 
veterans ¢ 

Mr. Fiemmine. Disabled veterans. P 

Senator Pasrorr. Disabled veterans before he can appoint anyone 
else and give his reasons therefor ¢ 

Mr. Fiemmine. That is right. Then he comes down to the out- 
standing category, and the first group he runs into are the veterans, 
and they are all up at the top of the outstanding category. 

Now, I want to be perfectly frank with the ‘members of the com- 
mittee. There is a provision in here which I am sure will be called 
to your attention by the representatives of the veterans’ organizations 
which does change existing practice. 

It provides that preference is not to be given until—either under a 
numerical system or under a category system—a person gets a pass- 
ing grade. At the present, t: aking your numerical rating system for 
illustration, if the passing grade is 70 and a disabled veteran gets 60, 
he has 10 points added, and he passes, and then he is entitled to all 
of the consideration that disabled veterans are entitled to. 

It has been my own feeling that that kind of provision in the law 
tends to bring veterans’ prefer ‘ence into disrepute as far as the citizens 
of the country are concerned, because they say, “All right, we agree 
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with the idea that the veterans should be given preference, but why 
shouldn’t they be required to pass an examination before they are 
given preference”? That is a question that has been debated back and 
forth many times. 

Senator Pastore. Preference should not be used to establish qualifi- 
cation but only to establish selectivity once qualification is estab- 
lished ? 

Mr. Fiemmrne.. That is correct, sir. 

Staying with our category rating fora moment. There is one quali- 
fication that should be made as far as the disabled veteran is con- 
cerned. That is a qualification that applies to the existing situation, 
but it is carried over into this law also. It provides that for profes- 
sional and scientific postions for which the entrance salary is over 
$3,000 per annum the disabled veteran does not go to the top. That 
is true today under the existing legislation. 

Senator Pasrore. Will you please say that again ? 

Mr. Fiemmine. For a professional or scientific position paying 
$3,000 or more, the disabled veteran does not go to the top of the list. 

Senator Pasrore. Under this act? 

Mr. Fremmine. Under this bill and under existing practice. This 
does not change that at all. Frankly, I worked with the various com- 
mittees on the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, and I know why 
that $3,000 cut-off point was put in. It was put in to take care of all 
scientific and professional positions above the entrance grade. At 
the present time the salary for the entrance grade is $3,100. It seems 
to me that the committee in considering the bill should give consid- 
eration to the question of whether or not this $3,000 figure should be 
raised. If you are going to accomplish the same objective that the 
Congress had in mind or in putting this provision in the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944, it should be raised. It meant something in 
1944, because at that time the entrance salary, I think, was $2,600 


be 


for the so-called P-1 grades. It has now moved up to $3,100, and 
apparently there is some discussion about moving it up higher than 
that. 

Senator Pastore. Therefore, it would be to the disadvantage of the 
veterans’ preference / 

Mr. FiemMine. This particular provision at the present time is 
really meaningless if it remains as it is. It says for professional and 
scientific positions for which the entrance salary is over $3,000 salary 
per annum. That is all of them. Initially the idea was that those 
coming into the first level should—that the disabled veteran should 
get the same concession that we have been talking about. 

Senator PAsrorr. What would you consider a fair figure in substi- 
tution for the $3,000 ? 

Mr. FLemmine. It depends a lot on what Congress does with the 
present pay bills before it at the present time. I would say roughly 
somewhere around $3,800. 

Senator Pastore. Assuming that the 8.8 billion passes 





Mr. Ftemmine. Around $3,600 would be all right then. But, to be 
on the safe side, probably $3,800 or $3,900 would be better. 

You will notice the bill itself says that these category ratings shall 
be used eXcept under unusual circumstances in the’case of competitors 
for professional, administrative, and scientific positions of a high 
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level. That would be mandatory, and of course it could be used in 
the case of all other positions if the Commission so decided. A pro- 
posed amendment on the part of the Civil Service Commission would 
limit the use of category ratings to such scientific and professional 
positions as the Commission may designate. 

The Civil Service Commission’s proposal is a step in the right 
direction. In my judgment, it would be possible for the Congress to 
go further than that and still be on perfectly safe ground. I have the 
feeling that, as far as administrative positions are concerned, that is 
one category of positions where this category rating system would 
work very well. This is an area where it is very difficult to examine 
and to assign precise ratings. The Commission has made real progress 
in the direction of deve loping various kinds of tests for administrative 
positions, but I am sure that the Commission would be the first to 
admit that because a man gets a grade of 95 and another man gets a 
grade of 90 it is not in a position to be dogmatic and say, “We know 
that the man with the 95 is going to be a better administrator than 
the man with the 90.” So, personally, I would be disappointed to see 
stricken out of this section the word “administrative.” However, I 
am very happy that the Commission is willing to recommend to the 
Congress that the Congress take a step in the direction of category 
ratings, because I am convinced that, if we use them once, we will dis- 
cover that it will work out in a satisfactory manner and we will also 
discover that possibly some of the ghosts that we see under the bed 
are not there. 

Mr. Braw ey. I will read the qualification that the Commission 
placed on their recommendation : 

The eategory method of rating would be a wholly new procedure for permanent 
appointment to the competitive civil service. The Commission believes that 
category ratings should not be adopted for administrative positions at this time. 
For scientific and professional positions throughout the Federal service, we are 
confident that appointing officers are interested in obtaining the most highly 
qualified persons available in the labor market, and we feel that experience with 
the new method should be obtained in these fields before it is extended to other 
positions. 

Mr. Fiem™rine. Certainly that is a position that I can understand. 
Personally I would go further than that amendment goes. 

I will just briefly “discuss a couple of the other sections, because I 
think that is all it is necessary to do. Section 8 deals with certifica- 
tion, and I think we have covered that in our previous discussion. 

You will notice section 10. I think it is important: 

Any competitor for selection to a competitive civil-service position shall, upon 
written request to the Commission, be entitled as a matter of right to a review 
by the Commission of the rating given him under section 8 of this act. After 
such review the Commission shall take such action as it may find to be proper. 

Section 10 is designed to insure the fact that appointments be made 
solely on the basis of merit. It includes in it language that has been 
used in the Tennessee Valley Authority Act right from the begin- 
ning. Our task force went down and made a pretty thorough investi- 
gation of the personnel system of the Tennessee Valley Authority and 

came back with a report which indicated that in their judgment a 
very good job had been done. Also in their judgment this prohibition 
against using a political test in the appointment of a person to public 
office had worked out very well. And that is why our task force recom- 
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mended, and the Hoover Commission concurred, that similar language 
should be written into the basic law governing all civil-service em- 
ployment. 

I note that the Civil Service Commission feels that possibly the ex- 
isting laws are sufficient to cover the situation. I would not argue 
very vigorously one way or another on that. 

Senator Pastore. Will you direct me to the specific part of the act? 

Mr. Fitemmine. Yes, beginning on line 16. 

Senator Pastore. That is all crossed out in my bill. 

Mr. Fiemmine. That is right. They have marked up the bill in ac- 
cordance with the suggestions made by the Civil Service Commission, 
and it was their suggestion that existing law takes care of this situa- 
tion. If I recall correctly, the Tennessee V alley Authority language 
begins that’ “no political test or qualification shall be permitted or 
given consideration and no basis other than merit shall be used,” and 
so on. 

Now, section 12 in the original bill makes it possible for the Civil 
Service Commission to exercise leadership in the establishment of 
personnel standards to be followed by the varous departments and 
agencies of the Government. Again that is good legislation, I think, 
because it fixes responsibility at one point for the development of those 
standards. 

Senator Pasrore. Do they not have that authority now? 

Mr. Fiemme. It is not too clear-cut. There are some Executive 
orders which cover certain areas, but it is not clear-cut at the present 
time, and I think this states it very well and would put the Commis- 
sion in a stronger position. I listened to the testimony of the repre- 
sentative of the Post Office Department. As far as I can see, there 
is nothing in this bill dealing with the question of efficiency ratings. 
The Congress has had before ‘it at other times legislation dealing with 
efficiency ratings. Also, as far as promotions are concerned, the Com- 
mission has the same authority now over approving promotion sys- 
tems in the Post Office Department that it would have under this bill. 

Section 13 is a section designed to make it possible to transfer per- 
sons from one department or agency to another in the interest of 
strengthening the career service. 

Section 14 provides for the establishment of some special offices 
to work on the placement of veterans in the Federal office. That was 
a recommendation of the task force of the Hoover Commission. The 
Commission itself did not. approve that particular recommendation. 
It did, however, include a recommendation to the effect that special 
considerations should be given to this problem. It said a Nation- 
wide recruiting system to place veterans in Federal positions should 
be operated through selected Government agencies for the next 3 
or 4 years in principal communities. That is a dated recom- 
mendation. At that particular time we were all concerned about the 
fact that we might be going into a period of unemployment; and, 
if that proved to be the case, we felt that. special consideration should 
be given to this problem of placing veterans in the Federal service. 
Of course, instead of going into a period of unemployment, we have 
gone into a period of full employment. However, I would recom- 
mend that section 14 be amended in such a way that the Congress 
indicate its interest in special attention being given to the placement 
of veterans, and provide the Civil Service Commission and other 
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agencies, such as the State-Federal system of employment offices, with 
stand-by author ity which could be used if present conditions change. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that covers all of the sections that need to 
be covered in order to reflect the philosophy which lies back of the 
recommendations that the Hoover Commission made. 

By and large, we feel that this bill goes a long distance in the direc- 
tion of putting into effect the basic principles which we had in mind 
when we submitted our personnel report to the Congress. 

Senator Pastorr. The question that I would like to ask you is this: 
While I am willing to agree with you that this does clarify and makes 
more clear-cut—that is, spells out the authority and function of the 
Civil Service Commission—the fact is that much of the job is being 
done by the Civil Service Commission and its staff. Under the bill, 
this bill, they still maintain the supervisory authority and this au- 
thority to come in and say, “You are not doing your job properly; 
we will take it over.” The thing that is bothering me is that we are 
delegating to the various departments this responsibility of doing 
their own recruiting, which will mean more st aft and my experience 
is that once a department gets a staff they do not let it go. So, I 
do not see any staff being eliminated in the Civil Service Commission 
and I see a lot of staffs being added in the various departments. Did 
the Hoover Commission go into this question of costs? I think that 
this is very important. 

Mr. Fiemminc. I would like to back up just a minute to approxi- 
mately the year 1945 or 1946 when the President issued an Executive 
order wk provided that the Commission could work out arrange- 
ments through boards of examiners for the departments and agencies 
to take over a large portion of the examining load. When that order 
was issued it was greeted with a considerable amount of skepticism 
on just the point that you have made and we had to appear before 
the Appropriations Committees as well as legislative committees to 
discuss that point. I recall very distinctly that when the order was 
issued the Bureau of the Budget notified the departments and agen- 
cies that whatever load they took on under that particular order they 
were to take on without obtaining additional funds. In other words 
they were to absorb the extra costs, to use a word that is used quite 
often when we are dealing with budgetary measures in the Federal 
Government. You might ask: “How?” Our position was always 
this: That an appointing officer and the members of his staff who 
might be asked to work on this examining problem are always con- 
fronted with the necessity of making choices as to how they are going 
to use their time. They cannot do in most instances in any one day 
all of the things that they might like to do and they have got to set 
up a priority list. We said to the C ongress and we said to the depart- 
ments and agencies that in our judgment there was not anything that 
an administrator could do with his time that was more important 
than to spend some time on this matter of getting the right kind of 
people in his organization. So, in effect the Budget Bureau said to 
the departments ‘and agencies, “You give this top priority. We recog- 
nize that there may be some other things that you won't do and if 
that creates a serious situation we will have to look at it ae 

All I know is what happened during that first fiscal year. During 
that year, in spite of that Executive order, with one or ere very minor 
exceptions, no department or agency of Government was given any 
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additional funds to use in order to carry on the work of board of 
examiners. What has happened since then, of course, I do not know. 

That is information that the committee would have to obtain from the 
Budget Bureau. 

The second point is this: I am sure the Civil Service Commission can 
present you with statistics showing the percentage of appointments 
that were made within the last 6 months by these committees or boards 
in the various departments and agencies of the Government and the 
percentage made as a result of examining work by the Commission 
itself. And if they present you with those statistics—I have not 
seen them in recent years—I am sure that you would discover that 
certainly more than 50 percent, if not considerably higher than that, 
of the appointments that are now being made in the Federal Govern- 
ment are being made as a result of examining processes carried on by 
these boards. My 50 percent figure is probably low. Mr. Leich, do 
you have any information on that? 

Mr. Leicu. I don’t have any today. 

Mr. Fiemmine. That is something that the committee can get later. 

I say it is low because today a large percentage of appointments, of 
course, are being made in navy yards, arsenals, air ports, and so on, and 
all of that work is carried on through examining boards. I will put it 
this way: You could pass this law and it would not necessarily change 
the distribution of work load between the Civil Service Commission 
and the department and agency one iota. It might, depending on the 
judgment of the Commission working with the departments and agen- 
cies. But, clearly a department or agency is not going to present an 
emplyoment plan which calls for its accepting the load until it has 
thought through its fiscal problem to see whether or not it is in a posi- 
tion to handle it from a fiscal point of view. 

Summing it all up, I would not contend that on a dollars-and-cents 
basis a situation might not develop under this bill under which you 
would spend a little more money by placing responsibility with the 
departments and agences than you would if you kept it all with the 
Civil Service Commission. But from an over-all economy point of 
view I think we will be way ahead because in the first place the exam- 
ining process will be carried on more expeditiously. In the second 
place you bring your placement process a little closer to the person 
who is carrying the operating load. And in my judgment the oper- 
ating official is apt to recruit and select. people who will discharge a 
particular set of duties and responsibilities a little more effectively 
than will be the case if persons are recruited by a central agency. And 
wherever we get on a job a person who can handle his work more 
effectively than some other person we have a chance of saving some 
money. But I do not think that the cost factor, Mr. Chairman, is an 
important factor, and I think a careful investigation of that factor 
on the part of the Budget Bureau and the Civil Service Commission 
for this committee will demonstrate that it is not an important factor 
one way or the other. But there is no doubt in my mind at all but 
that you will get better personnel administration, and if you get bet- 
ter personnel administration the Government profits thereby. 

Senator Pastore. If I understand this sacnatlie: this gives the same 


supervisory authority to the Commission over the Post Office Depart- 
ment as it would have over civil-service employees which it does not 
now have; is that right? 
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Mr. Fiemmina. No, Mr. Chairman. I have not had the-benefit of 
an analysis of this bill by a lawyer, but I cannot see in this bill any 
provision which would change the supervisory relationship of the 
Civil Service Commission to the Post Office Department. In other 
words, as far as I can see it leaves it on substantially the same basis 
as it is now be. ause this bill is not revoking other laws or special legis- 
lation dealing with the Post Office Department. As far as efficiency 

ratings are concerned this bill does not deal with effici ‘lency ratings. 
As far as promotions are concerned the promotion program of the 
Post Office Department today must be approved by the Civil Service 
Commission. This would continue such authority. 

As far as personnel records are concerned it is conceivable that 
this might give the Commission a little more authority over the Post 
Oflice Department than it has at the present time. 

Summing it up, I do not think that it would result in any funda- 
mental change i in the relationship between the Post Office Department 
and the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to endorse very enthusiastically the 
statement of Mr. Hoover to the effect that the requirements of nomi- 
nation by the President and confirmation by the Senate of postmasters 
should be stricken from the existing law. That was one of the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission and one that we agreed on 
unanimously. I might also say that we agreed on a similar recom- 
mendation as far as collectors of internal revenue and customs collec- 
tors are concerned although I appreciate that those two types of 
positions are not necessarily within the jurisdiction of this committee. 
We all felt that as far as those three categories are concerned it would 
be better to make them a part of the regular civil-service structure. 

Senator Pasrore. Any questions? 

Senator Burier. No. 

Senator Pastore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. FLemMine. You are quite welcome, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Burier. That was very illuminating testimony, Mr. 
Flemming. 

Senator Pastore. Do you feel that you could supplement the ex- 
planation that we have received in any respect, Mr. McCormick ? 

Mr. McCormick. I don’t think there is anybody in the United 
States who could supplement Dr. Flemming’s statement much. Mr. 
Widdoes has a statement. 

Senator Pasrore. We will hear you at this time, Mr. Widdoes. 


STATEMENT OF W. ROY WIDDOES, DIRECTOR OF INDUSTRIAL 
RELATIONS, LUKENS STEEL CO., COATESVILLE, PA. 


Mr. Wippvors. I have a very brief statement. What I am about to 
say I think might be repetitive in some instances but I hope you will 
pardon that because I had no idea what the doctor was going to cover. 

My name is W. Roy Widdoes. I am director of industrial relations 
of the Lukens Steel Co., Coatesville, Pa. I have been with the Lukens 
Steel Co. for 36 years, the last 10 of which I have been in charge of 
personnel and industrial relations. I am a member of the Special 
Committee on Federal Personnel Policy of the Citizens Committee 
for the Hoover Report. 
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I want to say right here that anything I say is coming from me as 
an average layman and not as anyone connected with the Luken 
Steel Co. 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before your subeom- 
mittee in general support of 8. 1135, the proposed Federal Recruit- 
ment Act of 1951. This bill, introduced by Senators McClellan, 
Aiken, Benton, Dirksen, Duff, Ferguson, Humphreys, Ives, Kefauver, 
Lodge, McCarthy, Saltonstall, and Taft, was prepared by attorneys 
for the Citizens Committee. 

My purpose in coming here today is not to review in detail the 
specific reeommendations of S. 1135. Others more familiar with the 
bill and far more expert in governmental personnel problems have 
done that. Further, I realize that personnel problems that exist m 
Government are not precisely the same as those with which we are 
faced in private industry. On the other hand, I am sure that certain 
basic policies are necessary to the most efficient and economical use 
of manpower whether it be employed in Government or business. 

For example, in order for any person to perform to the best of his 
ability, he must be in the right job—and getting the right man for 
the right job is a real problem. It requires recruiting, hiring, and 
{raining procedures which make it possible to put round pegs in round 
holes. 

Personnel policies must be and should be uniform. One division 
of a company cannot engage personnel under conditions different 
from those of other divisions; yet, leeway must be given to permit the 
hiring of specialized help by those responsible for the direction and 
utilization of the special skills. Opportunities for advancement, 
recognition of initiative, rewards for constructive and useful sugges- 
tion, fair and impartial system of policies, and so forth, must be 
established. 

Now, the Hoover Commission Task Force on Personnel, composed 
of some of the country’s outstanding personnel men including 
David Lilienthal, former Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission ; 
Lawrence Appley, president, American Management Association ; 
Rawleigh Warner, chairman, Pure Oil Co.; Senator Harry F. Byrd; 
Col. Franklin D’Olier, former chairman, Prudential Insurance Co., 
and first national commander, the American Legion; Dr. Vannevar 
Bush, president, Carnegie Institution of Washington; Dr. Robert L. 
Johnson, president, Temple University; A. W. Robertson, chairman 
of the board, Westinghouse Electric Co., and Robert Ramspeck, 
Chairman, Civil Service Commission, found in their objective study 
of the Government’s personnel policies certain glaring deficiencies, 
among them: 

(a) Overcentralization of personnel transactions and “slow and 
cumbersome” machinery for recruitment of skilled and specialized 
personnel. 

(b) Low salary ceilings for professional, scientific, technical, and 
administrative personnel. 

(c) Lack of a comprehensive pay administration policy. 

(d) Failure of many agencies to develop adequate programs for 
promoting career employees. 

(e) Undue complexity of the efficiency rating system. 
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(f) The fact that too many supervisors believe their salaries de- 
pend on the number of persons stipervised and hence engage in “em- 
pire building.” 

(g) Insufficient encouragement of employee suggestions. 

(h) In the Commission’s own words: “The separations of inefficient 
and unnecessary employees has been surrounded by so much red tape 
as 7 oe action”; and 

) “Reduction-in-force regulations do not retain the best-qualified 
pe Sad o 

on of the Commission’s most striking statements are these: 

. “The Government too often fails to get the right man for the 
job or the right job for the man.’ 

. “There is little desire on the part of some of the best talent in 
the ¢ ountry to enter civil service as a career.” 

3. “Not enough time and effort are being spent on recruiting our 
best young men and women for junior professional, scientific, tech- 
nical, and administrative posts.” 

Certainly these weaknesses need correction, I understand that 
some of them have already been remedied and for that this committee 
and Congress is to be congratulated. The complex problems of recruit- 
ment of personnel, however, are not among those upon which action 
has as yet been taken. It is with these problems that S. 1135 deals, 
As the bill is designed to solve the problems of recruitment in a 
manner which retains control by the Civil Service Commission of 
Federal personnel policies, which, I believe, is essential, reduces to 
a minimum the chances and evils of political coercion, and provides 
an incentive for Federal employees to do the job not just hold one, 
I heartily endorse S. 1135, and hope that your committee will 
favorably on it. 

In conclusion, may I read for the record a joint statement of the 
members of the special committee on Federal personnel policy of 
the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report, signed by chairman 
James P. Mitchell, vice president of Bloomingdale Bros., Ine., New 
York City. 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR THE Hoover Report—JOINT STATEMENT, MEMBERS OF 
rHE SPECLAL COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL PERSONNEL POLICY 


Sound personnel policies, rewarding practices, and trained and loyal person- 
nel are the backbone of sound, efficient, economical operations in any organiza- 
tion. In the largest organization in the world, the United States Government, 
which employs over 2,500,000 people at a cost of some $8 billion annually, they 
are vital. 

The Hoover Commission and its Task Force on Personnel examined thoroughly 
and objectively the personnel procedures, practices, and policies of the Federal 
Government. They found, unfortunately, that some of the present policies are 
not sound; they are not conducive to the most efficient use of personnel, par 
ticularly with respect to recruiting; they are costly and result in excessive 
turn-over, poor morale, and have been unsuccessful in developing a true career 
service in the Federal Government. 

Under today’s world conditions, when every hand and every mind count, when 
a premium exists on efficiency and economy in every area of activity, when the 
very existence of freedom depends on the fullest utilization of manpower and 
maximum returns on every dollar spent, it is apparent that steps must be taken 
promptly to perfect the conditions under which the basic element of successful 
operations—people—perform their functions, 
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The members of the special committee on personnel have examined the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission and the contents of 8. 1135, the 
proposed Federal Recruitment Act of 1951. The bill conforms to the Commis- 
sion’s recommendations and would, we believe, go a long way toward correcting 
the weaknesses existent today in the Federal recruitment policies and prac- 
tices. It can insure wise use of all manpower and help greatly to create con- 
ditions under which personnel would be encouraged to give their maximum effort. 

We heartily support 8S. 1135 as a measure that will strengthen the Govern- 
ment and call for its speedy enactment. 

Mr. Wippors. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Thank you. Are you all through now, Mr. Mc- 
Cormick ? 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. I had a statement but I think Dr. 
Flemming covered all the matters. 

Senator Pasrore. Was it a written statement ? 

Mr. McCormick. No; it was just notes, so I think I will not say 
anything. 

Senator Pasrorr. Mr. James R. Watson, please. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES R. WATSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF 
NATIONAL CIVIL SERVICE LEAGUE 


Mr. Watson. I have a short prepared statement which deals with 
the general favorable comment concerning this bill. 

I am James R. Watson, executive director of the National Civil 
Service League. 

The National Civil Service League is pleased to be able to appear 
before this committee today because we believe Congress has aoe it 
the best opportunity in recent years to do something about the Gov- 
ernment’s tremendous manpower problem. 

This bill will open the way for the Civil Service Commission to 
make full use of modern personnel methods, advance recruiting and 
training techniques, and expansion of executive development and 
supervisory training plans. It will also allow the Commission to pay 
more attention to the costly turn-over problems now facing the Gov- 
ernment. Robert L. Johnson, chairman of the Citizens Committee 
and an officer of the National Civil Service League recently estimated 
that it would cost $614 million to obtain replacements due to high 
turn-over this year. 

You may wonder why the National Civil Service League is espe- 
cially interested in this bill. S, 1135 is a fundamental amendment to 
the Civil Service Act of 1883—the so-called Pendleton Act. This act 
was drafted by the officers, in fact the founders, of our organization— 
then called the National Civil Service Reform League. The league 
also carried out at that time a program of public education which 
helped bring enactment of the bill. For 70 years, the league has 
watched and participated in civil-service affairs in the Federal Gov- 
ernment and throughout the United States. The act of 1883 has 
worked well. However, in recent years, as Government has expanded 
to almost inconceivable proportions, we have become concerned about 
the adequacy of this 68-year-old law. It was passed originally to set 
up a police system against political spoils. Government was small 
and relatively simple. Modern techniques of personnel management 
and human relations were unknown and little needed. Around this 
law there has developed the tradition of the Civil Service Commission 
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as a strong central control agency. In spite of increasing efforts by 
the EF xecutive, the Commission, and some departments “to develop 
cooperative service-type projects, the various interpretations of the 
law and traditions concerning it have interferred. In spite of the 
excellent efforts the Commission has been making to provide positive 
service, it is still accused in some circles of negativism and unnecessary 
red tape. Congress now has the opportunity to relieve the Commis- 
sion from some of these old requirements and negative traditions, and 
open the way for it to use its full facilities to meet, these great prob- 
lems in a proper administrative manner. 

The merit principle today requires (1) selection on a basis of com- 
petence, and (2) preventing considerations other than competence 
from entering the selection process. “Positive action” is the order 
of the day in a modern democracy. The tradition of centralized con- 
trol has been such that the departments have actually escaped the 
responsibility, in many instances, of developing more adequate per- 
sonnel programs within their own departments. §. 1135 will allow 
the Commission to emphasize a new perspective, a new planning, 
which will provide the basis for cooperation with the departments in 
the development of more adequate selection machinery. On the 
other hand, it does not abdicate the final responsibility or authority 
of the Commission, but places the positive first—which was not pos- 
sible in 1883. Under this system, the Civil Service Commission can 
(1) plan and develop effective methods for getting and keeping com- 
petent people; (2) decide when and where policing, if any, is needed 
rather than placing the control factor first in a way that may inter- 
fere with efficient service. 

In addition to the practical demands of a large government in times 
of emergency, the Civil Service Commission faces the problem of 
maintaining and even rebuilding the prestige of the civil service so 
that it may be in keeping with the eladiaeupice of American demo 
cratic Government. The public must have confidence in the civil 
service when it is asked to support a multi-billion-dollar budget. The 
public wants reassurance when stories of spoils politics, influence 
peddling, and crime in connection with Government seem to be the 
order of the day. In times like this the need for positive leadership 
in the personnel field was never greater. 

Fortunately, the qualifications of the Commission for this task were 
never more encouraging. The United States te: Service Commis- 
sion has always done a relatively good job. Today, it is equipped 
more than ever before to do an outstanding job. The Chairman is a 
man who has great prestige and experience in government and in 
business and he knows the civil service. He served on the Hoover 
Commission Task Force on Personnel Management and helped for- 
mulate these very recommendations now embodied in S. 1135. While 
in private life he was an officer of the National Civil Service League. 
Other members are: A public administrator with many years of 
faithful service; and a nationally recognized expert. in public per- 
sonnel problems. The leadership of this Commission is already being 
felt. 

Under these circumstances, the Congress has an excellent oppor- 
tunity to provide more adequate tools in keeping with the problems 
of the day. Let us turn to certain aspects of the bill itself. First, 
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the theory of decentralization. The bill provides that under the Civil 
Service Commission planning and supervision, certain aspects of the 
recruitment may be carried on by the departments and agencies. The 
principle of decentralization, properly understood, developed, and 
carried out, has been recognized in recent years in business and in 
government as one of the necessary keys to greater efficiency. The 
nearer the decision-making process can be brought to the line of opera 
tion, the greater reduction can take place in ov verl: apping duplie ation 
and the inefficiency that results. Too often in the history of civil 
service, in the States as well as the Federal, government has divided 
into two determined camps, the departments versus the civil service. 
This has not resulted in the best for public service. S. 1135 makes 
cooperative action with careful staff services by the Commission the 
order of the day. 

At the present time, Federal Government employs over 214 million 
people. The Civil Service Commission has never had adequate tools 
to carry on such a tremendous recruiting job. It is further compli- 

cated by the tremendous increase in spec “alized skills in recent years 
which necessitates close cooperation between the departments and the 
Commission. 


CATEGORY RATINGS 


The provision which allows for category ratings of outstanding, 
well-qualified, qualified, and unqualified, to be used for specialized and 
administrative and scientific positions of a high level, is in keeping with 
the needs for greater flexibility which the moder n administrator faces. 
Inasmuch as we have confidence in the Commission, we believe that 
this plan can be administered in such a way as to build greater eff- 
ciency in public service without opening the door to dangerous aspects 
to spoils politics and favoritism. 


VETERAN PREFERENCE 


Section 14 contains a new and unusual proposal in providing for the 
establishment of veterans civil-service counseling and placement facili- 
ties. Those of us who have been concerned about the effect of veteran 
preference on the personnel problems of Government probably have 
been too negative in failing to recognize the proper rights and needs 
of veterans in relation to public service. ‘This plan properly de- 
veloped and carried out can bring those worthy veterans into proper 
positions and properly utilize their skills in the public service. It is 
in keeping with the dignity of our ex-servicemen. I would go even 
further and propose that veterans who show particular aptitudes 
and qualifications, or definite skills for the public service, be given 
special preservice training which would allow them to better qualify 
for and carry out their responsibilities to public service and to avert 
the unfortunate adverse reaction which often accompanies veteran 
preference today. 

In keeping with this proposal, I respectively suggest to the com- 
mittee that section 7-B, which provides absolute preference for spe- 
cial-preference veterans be amended, since it is not in keeping with 
the above-described proposal, nor is it in keeping with the dignity of 
the public service and the position of the American veterans in the 
public service. It becomes a dole—a charity. It interferes with every 
phase of an efficient, modern system of recruitment. 
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We urge the enactment of S. 1135. We believe that the bill is ob- 
viously good and that the Congress has a unique opportunity to 
assist the Commission. In times like this, the need for positive lead- 
ership in the personnel field was never greater. Under this bill, we 
‘an expect this leadership from the Commission. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Pasrore. Thank you. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Pasrorr. Mr. Stengle, please. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES I. STENGLE, LEGISLATIVE REPRE- 
SENTATIVE OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srenate. I am Charles I. Stengle, legislative representative of 
the American Federation of Government Employees, a national union 
composed of employees of the Federal Government and of the Gov- 
enrment of the District of Columbia, and affiliated with the American 
Federation of Labor. 

It is apparent that the organization I represent is vitally interested 
in the bill S. 1135, which is the subject of the present hearings. We 
are interested because this measure provides for substantial changes 
in existing civil-service procedure under which our members or future 
members may qualify for appointment, transfer, and promotion in 
the civil service. The process of selecting employees to serve in gov- 
ernmental positions is important in that it determines the type of 
individual who is to be employed and, to an appreciable extent, the 
quality of service which the public is to receive. As an organization, 
the AFGE stand for a civil service that is based on high standards 
and we do not wish to see those standards lowered or threatened in 
any way. There appears to be some definite possibility in S. 1135 
of endangering the competitive standards which we have, and in the 
course of my remarks I shall indicate specifically the provisions of 
the bill about which we desire to raise some question. 

To begin with, Mr. Chairman, the title of the bill is misleading. 
I realize that the title of a bill is a means of identification. I want 
to call attention to the title of S. 1135 because it involves a point 
which is in our opinion fundamental to our objections to certain of its 
provisions. It is my understanding that we have in operation a re- 
cruitment procedure the operation of which is the principal function 
of the Civil Service Commission. The Commission was established 
primarily to recruit employees of the Federal Government. The key- 
stone of the recruitment plan that has been in operation all these years 
is that civil-service personnel shall be selected only on the basis of open 
competition and merit. Thus it would seem that the title of the bill 
is not only misleading in that basically the procedure which it indi- 
cates is to be started is already in effect, but it is also implied criticism 
of the recruiting system that has been in operation since the Civil 
Service Act was passed in 1883. If personnel are not now selected 
on the basis of open competition and merit, then the Civil Service 
Commission has been remiss in its duty. 
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I come now to the provisions of the bill itself, and in this con- 
nection I wish to inform the committee that the position of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Government Employees is that it would weaken 
‘ather than strengthen the present civil-service system by delegatin 
to the agencies of the Government authority which should be retaine 
in a single regulatory body, namely, the Civil Service Commission. 
The procedure that would be established would be one of divided 
authority, and that is not conducive to sound planning or efficient 
operation. This divided authority is first expressed in section 3 (a) 
in which it is stated that— 

It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Commission and of the depart- 
ments to maintain and protect a system of recruitment, examination, certifica- 
tions, and selection of persons for competitive civil-service positions in the 
Departments. * * #* 

In our opinion, it should be the duty and responsibility of the Com- 
mission and the Commission alone to maintain and particularly to pro- 
tect a recruitment system. 

The Commission already has been criticized at times for excessive 
delegation of its authority, and this bill would add a major instance 
of this delegation to those which already have taken place. We be- 
lieve that the Civil Service C ommission should be given a position of 
command in operating the civil-service system and that it should share 
its prerogatives with none of the executive agencies of the Govern- 
ment. Of course, it will be objected that the delegation of authority 
is in the interest of expediting the entire appointment procedure. But 
that is highly questionable. There are appointing officers of long ex- 
perience who can tell you that the existing civibaubiie system can 
be made to operate very satisfactorily if the appointing officer is will- 
ing to let it operate as it should. Permitting the various agencies to 
take over is not the answer. It can result in a lack of uniformity in 
operation and certainly should not be conducive to economical han- 
dling of the whole recruiting program. What is likely to result is that 

each agency will set up its own unit for the purpose of recruiting 
employees : and thereby duplicate effort and personnel that could better 
be placed in the Commission alone. If it is lack of personnel that is 
preventing the Commission from operating as well as it should, more 
personnel should be given to the Commission. To do so will at least 
eliminate the duplication of personne] that is almost certain to result 
if the agencies are permitted to establish their own organization. 

Attention is called to section 3 (c) of the bill which would provide 
for the selection of employees for particular agencies in such a way that 
the eligibles for the agencies included in a particular employment plan 
would not be considered for employment in any other agencies not 
included. If agencies A and B obtain approval of an employment 
plan for these 2 agencies and an examination results in the selec- 
tion of 100 eligibles, what is to happen to the other 95 eligibles if only 
5 positions are immediately available? Must they wait until agen- 
cies A and B develop additional vacancies? If similar positions need 
to be filled meanwhile in agencies C and D, must those agencies hold 
their own examination and establish a new list of eligibles while 95 
eligibles under another employment plan are faced with the possi- 
bility of never obtaining appointment? If the list of eligibles for posi- 
tions in agencies A and B are to be made available to agencies C and 
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D, although C and D have had no part in planning the examination 
under which they are recruited, it would seem that the procedure is 
open to question on two counts: First, it is uneconomical and super- 
fluous to go to the expense of setting up a number of recruiting organi- 
zations throughout the Government service if the result is to be that 
other agencies are to accept the eligibles who qualified for agencies 
A and B. If these eligibles are to be generally acceptable, why estab- 
lish individual employment plans? Why not continue the existing 
procedure of qualifying prospective Government employees for the 
entire Government service? The second objection is that if the eligibles 
are not to be qualified for similar positions in other agencies, it then 
becomes a procedure of selective and exclusive competition which is 
diametrically opposite to the provision for open competition in the 
Civil Service Act of 1883. 

Similar objection may be raised to the situation which would result 
after persons have been appointed to positions in the competitive 
service. If employees receive their appointments on the basis of qual- 
ifying under an employment plan approved for agencies A and B, 
will they be eligible for transfer to agency C? Should agency C be re- 
quired to accept them if it has had no part in developing requirements ¢ 
If the employment plan under which they were selected is supposed 
to be of general application and not peculiarly suited to agencies A 
and B, why is there need for it? Do we not come right back to tha 
present system of recruitment for the entire service ? 

There are many classes of positions the qualifications for which are 
sufficiently uniform to permit recruitment for the entire civil service. 
As for those which may differ in different agencies—and these differ- 
ences are open to question—there is already procedure provided in the 
present civil-service system for selecting personnel for higher-bracket 
administrative positions and for duties which require specialized tech- 
nical or professional training. There are boards of expert examiners 
who select applicants for specific positions after they have demon- 
strated that they have met minimum requirements for a particular 
class of position. For many years, there have also been in existence 
at various field stations, particularly military installations, such as 
nevy yards, civil-service boards that qualify positions having require- 
ments related to such activities. They are operated by agency per- 
sonnel under Civil Service Commission authority. 

The delegation of authority provided in this bill is further aug- 
mented in later sections, such as section 4 which makes the Commission 
a writer of standards. While section 3 (c) provides for the operation 
of agency recruitment programs subject to the supervision and direc- 
tion of the Civil Service Commission, it places recruitment of civil- 
service personnel on a post-audit basis, which has not been satisfactory 
when used for other purposes. It merely permits errors that later 
must be corrected. 

Section 6 provides procedure for review of the operation of the 
employment plans in the various agencies, which appears to be set- 
ting up a further procedure and duplicated effort that would not be 
needed if the Commission continued to be the only recruiting agency. 
The delegation of recruitment authority to the agencies would in gen- 
eral be a costly procedure, because additional personnel would be 
needed by each agency to perform these functions. 
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Section 7 would permit action that definitely is open to question. by 
For more than half a century, it has been the very foundation of the a 
civil-service system that any citizen may seek a civil-service position, Pp 


and at least present his qualifications. To establish some arbitrary 

basis for excluding many persons who presumably are qualified, is to ¥ 

set up a pr ocedure that is undemocratic and un-American. A 
The principal objection to section 8 is that it writes into law details u 

of an operating procedure that should not be put into such a manda- S 

tory form. It is a further implied indication of lack of confidence in 


the Civil Service Commission. Legislation on personnel matters I 
should be confined to general policy. Otherwise there is a likelihood ’ 
that, instead of developing a civil-service system that possesses a fair . 
measure of flexibility, we are going to build up a rigidly legalistic . 
system which is required to operate according to legally determined s! 
formulas. There is little doubt that such a system will be more costly I 
to maintain. If the Congress desires certain “polici ies to be made effec- 

tive, such desires should be indicated to the Civil Service Commis- . 
sioners with directions to put them into effect. It would be the part s 
of wisdom to rely on the Commission to supply the technical infor- t 
mation on which policies may be based, by asking the Commission to 


supply an advisory opinion and make an investigation if necessary , 
before determining upon any new policy. In short, since the Civil t 
Service Commission has been established to develop expert informa- 7 
tion on personnel matters, it should be used to the fullest extent for f 
that purpose. 

Commenting more specifically on section 8, it would be better pro- . 
cedure to leave the selection of a rating system to regulation rather ‘ 
than writing it into law. The present rating system includes a type : 
of evaluation approximating category ratings. We believe it would t 
be a mistake to require by law the use ‘of any particular rating system, , 


because improvements will be made and new and unforseen condi- ' 
tions will arise. The use of improved methods or action necessary to , 
meet unexpected conditions should not be delayed by the necessity to i 
amend a law to put them into effect. Ratings should be made as spe- 
cific as possible. Otherwise it becomes difficult for an applicant to | 
appeal a rating satisfactorily. | 


The next section on which I desire to comment is section 10, which 
does not strengthen and possibly weakens the existing appeals proce- 
dure whereby an applicant may obtain reconsideration of his rating. 
This provision seems to make available to the applicant no more than 
a routine review of his rating. At present an applicant may present 
his case to the Civil Service Commission Board of Appeals and Review 
and ultimately to the Civil Service Commissioners, 1f he so desires. 

The provisions of section 11 are largely covered by existing law. 
The Hatch Political Activities Act, the civil-service rules pursuant to 
the Civil Service Act, and certain other Federal statutes now proscribe 
political influence and activity in relation to holding employment in 
the civil service. We are heartily in favor of eliminating polities 
entirely from the public service. Much has been accomplished in this 
regard, but. there is still room for improvement. 

There is one suggestion I would like to make in the provisions relat- 
ing to political activity. It concerns the need for amendment of 
the Hatch Act to permit the Civil Service Commission to distinguish 
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between major and minor offenses in prescribing penalties. That is 
not possible under present law, and it results in hardships where 
purely circumstantial guilt arises 

There is such a distinction in other situations. The penalty for 
murder is greater than for petty larceny, and so it should be for Hatch 
Act violations. There has been such an amendment pending before 
the Congress in recent sessions, but so far it has not been favorably 
acted upon. 

What I have said so far has been largely unfavorable to the bill. 
However, in connection with section 13, T can say that it proposes 
something that is desirable in principle. Greater flexibility is needed 
in utilizing civil-service personnel and this section for that reason 
seems to be a step in the right direction. However, while transfers 
should be facilitated, they should be kept on an entirely voluntary 
basis. I believe this should be made clear in the bill. 

[ have, Mr. Chairman, endeavored to give the American Federation 
of Government Employees’ position on 8. 1135 specifically and con- 
structively. We favor all measures that will improve the opera- 
tion of the civil service. But it must be real improvement. In gen- 
eral, we feel that there should be a considerable degree of flexibility 
in the conduct of a publie personnel program and that is the basis for 
the greater part of our criticisms of S. 1135. We do not believe it 
wise to put operating procedure into law. It impedes rather than 
facilitates sound and economical administration. 

Above all, we want to maintain a centralized control of the civil- 
service system, because we believe it is of the utmost importance to 
the preservation and protection of the merit system. Our thinking 
in this regard is not prompted by lack of confidence in the adminis- 
trative personnel of the executive agencies as a whole, or suspicion 
of their motives or conduct. It is predicated on the belief that, to 
achieve uniformity to the fullest extent in policy and action and to 
attain the best possible execution of over-all policy, a strong centralized 
control is needed. ‘That control cannot be supplied by permitting in- 
dividual agencies to conduct their affairs as they see fit subject to 
later review. If the Civil Service Commission is not supplying posi- 
tive leadership, it is for Congress to see to it that it does. It will not 
strengthen the Commission to delegate its authority to the operating 
agencies. What is needed is to increase not lessen the authority of the 
Commission. Only by developing a strong central control can the 
merit system be made to function as it should. 

I wish to thank the chairman and the members of the committee 
for this opportunity to appear before you for the purpose of comment- 
ing on this bill. 

Senator Pastore. We will recess this meeting until 1:30 this after- 
noon. Those who are interested in testifying or being present at 
the hearing will please check with Mr. Brawley to see whether the 
hearing will be held in this room or in the District of Columbia hear- 
ing room. 

Before we recess, this telegram may be made a part of the record at 
this point. 
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f } { i ¢ Se) Committe 
() / OF I. ¢ 

DraR SENATOR JOHNSTOD It is opinion that the Federal Recruitment Act 
of 1 1, S.11 ! lf understand hearings are scheduled to begin Thursday, 
August 30, is a const portant bi I believe it will prove better 
é ent ! in . ‘ personnel policies for veterans than it 
e t ‘ le und ‘ 9 nd methods At the possible risk of 

seeming overet stic it seems to me that 8. 1135 possesses the most significant 
personnel reforms si the ¢ Service Act of 18353 despite the fact that it 
ers Ol eC! I bel the obvious to say that recruiting 

rel rv emit rtunce to the national security 


PAUL C. SMITH, 
Chairma? Independent Veterans Committee for the Hoover Re port 


: wn” Pasrori 30 t ifte ( centleme 
Lhe o recessed a yy acm 
FTERNOON SESSION 
Ss tor Pastore. All meht. sir, ] think vou ought to have a chance 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE N. BRUCE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
BUDGET AND PLANNING, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Bruce. Mr. Chairman, with respect to two specific statements 
that were made this morning I would like to offer some comment. 
One of them is that nothing is contained in this bill that would affect 
the present operation of the efficiency rating svstem of the Post Office 
could become a verv cumbersome and 
exp nsive operatio of some 900,000 people. Section iY of this bill 
TAKE ho ex eption. ‘T he Civil Service Commission may establish 
form standards, practices, procedures, and forms for, or otherwise 
regulate, the personnel operations of the Department to the extent that 
fhe Comn S101 deems such action to be in the interest of the service. 
That makes no exclusion of any item affecting personnel. 

Senator Pastore. What page is that ? 

Mir. Bri Cl Page ll, section 1. That Section 1S all inclusive. It 
is Our Opinion and our |e 9 il staff concurs in that that very definitely 

n tl] Civil Service Commission could set up an efficiency 
system anv way they want to. 
" With respect to the statement that the Civil Service Commission 
now has co} trol or must approve a plan—— 

Senator Pasrorr. Before you get off that, in what respect would 
there be harm in that, if that were so / 

Mr. Bruce. In this way—and I must judge this by what is now in 
existence—if we were to have to extend the present departmental 
efliciency rating system to the 500.000 field employe eS, it would cost us 
millions of dollars. We must set up in effect a job sheet for every po 

{ hn, sting all of the duties. J hey must be rated on each of those. 
Each emplovee must then be interviewed and the weaknesses pointed 
nv. | every routine involved in the formulation of that 
rating m ist he made. \ t 1s how we do not even rate them. If 


the work nas hee satisfac tory and there has been ho change in the 
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That would involve a terrific amount of work and ] woul | now even 


hesitate to guess Wilat it would Cost wus if we had to ap ply that 
some rating system to the field, because I know from my own experl- 
ence there are only a few In my oflice -| niust nr comiplinnce @ithhthe 


present me thod of rating them each vear, interview each of ther 


of them must list all of the duties they are req ired to perform and 
must be rated On ene h ite mi. That specifically wo ld entail a treme 
dous amount of clerical assistance to do that. 


penator PASTORE. Cs page 2? subsection (Cc) under section o 


Each department shall submit to the Commission an employment plan or p 
for the recruitment. eXamilnation, certil tion, ANd Selection OL Persons or ] 


fied categories of competitive civil-service positions in such department 


You say that includes this efficiency rating, too / 


Mr. Bruce. No. sir. It would be under section 12 that that would 
be included. That section relates entirelv the recruitment of person- 


nel. That would be on page 11. 
Senator PAsrore. AML sight , on page bi 


Subject to the Federal Reports Act of 1942, the Co iss shall provide for 
the maintenance and preservation of personnel records, including the records of 
examination, either by the Commission, or by the departments, or by bot 
as the Commission may determine; and 

2) Shall after consultation with the departments (when the Commissi 
deems it practicable), establish standards, practices, procedures and forms tor the 
personnel operation of the departments, to the extent that the Commission deems 


such action to be in the interest of the service. 


You are now discussing what, subsection 1 or subsectio 

Mr. Broce. Subsection 2. 

Senator Pasrore. That is after consultation with the depart- 
ments 

Mr. Bruce. If the Commission desires to do so. 

Senator Pastor (reading) : 


When the Commission deems it practicable 


Mr. BRUCE. Yes, Ps But there is noth ne to indicate that even 
after they consulted with us that any recohumendation We made or 
would make would be considered. 

Mr. BRAWL as Is that Vour mad objection to the bill: Your thought 
as to whether or not the Commission would accept youl employmei ( 
plan ¢ 

Mr. Bruce. No. The employment plan is the least of all of « our 
objections. There are several phases of this bill. ‘| he employm nt 
plan is only one phase of it. Our principal objection to that is based 
strictly on the financial consideration, 

Mr. Braw.ey. Let us stop there on financial consideration. The 
Commission is doing this job for you at the present time: is that right 

Mr. Bruce. That is correct;:setting up registers from which we 
make selections. 

Mr. BRAWLI \ In other words, you feel that the ¢ OMDUSSION sho ld 
continue to do that and should « yntinue Lo pay ror ité 

Mr. Bruce. I do, for this reason: that they consolidate them into 
regions. Now it is possible that we could do that but we would 
duplicating what they have set up. We have not even the semblance 
of an organization for that purpose. 
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Mr. Braw.ry. Suppose the Civil Service Commission finds itself 
in the position of not having the appropriation to do this job effec- 
tively and they find they would have to ask the agencies to assist them ¢ 

Mr. Bruce. We would have to go to the Congress, the same as the y 
would, to get the money to operate them. We have barely enough to 
operate the post: al service now. 

Senator Pastore. That is not so much the question as I look at it. 
After all, it isa job that has to be done and the Congress has to appro- 
priate the money, whether it is appropriated to the Commission or 
Whether it is ap propriated to the Department, I think it is all the same. 
It comes out of the United States Tre: asury and out of the poc kets of 
the taxpayers of this.country. The thing that I am very much inter- 
ested in is the idea that it is bringing into direct contact the appointed 
authorities with the establishment of these registers under the recruit- 
ment procedures, which to me makes a lot of sense. I know that cer- 
tain modifications have to be made to make this plan work effectively. 
The gentleman who testified here, Dr. Flemming, brought out the fact 
that much of this procedure is now being used throughout the Govern- 
ment service. 

Mr. Bruce. That could be, but not the Post Office. 

Senator Pastore. I still do not see why it is not desirable for the 
Post Office Department to do a recruiting, Why you are insisting 
that that job should be done by the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Bruce. It is mostly the question of money to do it with. 

Senator Pastore. That is a matter of policy. It makes very little 
difference to the Congress where you put the money, the job has to be 
done. Naturally you have to set up a certain system within the Com- 
mission to do the job of recruitment and if they do not do it and you 
have to do it and the money has to go them for that job, that is the 
money that was to go to them will go to you. If they do not have 
enough money to do the job effectively and more money has to be 
put up, when that more money is put up it is put in the proper depart- 
ment. Idonot think that isthe big thing here. 

Mr. Bruce. I would agree with you completely on that. 

Senator Pastorr. Of course he brought out this argument that all 
this can be done within present appropriations. I don't know. If 
you followed that to a logical conclusion it would mean that we have 
a lot of deadwood that could be used for another job, which of course 
is not a very impressive argument to me. If we have any deadwood 
in Government it ought to be eliminated. We have too many em- 
plovees to doa specific job: we ought to cut them down. 

Of course I know this: That every time you add new duties you add 
a new responsibility, you need more people to do that job, if other 
people are working on other things that have to be done, and are 
devoting the proper time to those endeavors. Of course if that is not 
the case then that is entirely different. But on this, Iam very much 
interested in whatever objections you have to bring up in rebuttal 
so that we could get some of these things straightened out. 

Mr. Bruce. Here is our situation. Take our own departmental 
service: We could easily recruit. We are located at Twelfth and 
Pennsylvania Avenue. We have 42,000 post offices. That is divided 
principally among the 2,800 first-class offices, and under the law—there 
are several laws governing the selection of those personnel one of 
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which is that certain employees must reside ae the limits of that 
office. That means we have to set up the register for that office. ‘The 
Commission does that now. By a centralized . ten our clerks in these 
offices vive the examinations but they are gYVi aded in the central office. 
In the other type of agency where you have them centralized you could 
very easily do that. But it means that we would have to dup licate 
comp etehs in toto the present system used by the Civil Service Com 

mission. We coule | hot hold the aeaeealaaaae Ns and orade them and 
everything in these small offices; it would not be practical. 

Senator PASTORE. W ould you have to do it in each oflice ? It say Ss 
“The department.” It means the department of the postal service. 
After all, you would submit a plan on just how vou are going to do 
that. If you are going to do it on a regional basis. That 1s one thing. 
Am I right / 

Mr. Brawzey. That is mght. 

Senator Pasrorr. This is a plan that has to be developed by the 
Department in coope ration with the Civil “cil ( ¢ mms lOn al dl 
the recruiting job would be yours. You would have to have a central 
organization to do that otherwise you have one sta) oe ird in one depart 
ment and another standard in another department, and you would have 
to standardize that feature because the standards of the Government 
have to be more or less the same. Tam not arguing for this bill. The 
thing that 1 was very much impressed with, when | was Governor 
I always found that a department head knew more about what he 
needed in his departn ent than somebody over in the Civil Servic 
Commission. The ‘V could set up stand: rds an F all that. but usu: lly 
the departments knew the specifications, they had to draw them any 
way, and if they have to do that and they know what he lp they need 
and the caliber of help they need and the qualific ations, why should 
they not give out the examination and set up their own registry, pro 
vided it is within the pattern of the law? I think myself, in realiz 
the fact that the Federal Government is much more complex than a 
State vovernment is. vou can realize how much more effective this 
system would be without surrendering on anybody's part. Tere 
it looks to me as if the agency surrendering today is the Civil Service 
Commission. Here and there are a few little knots that have to be 
untied, but myself, I think the bill is aimed in the proper direction. 1 
am not saying it is eood in its entirety but it strikes me that the idea 
is food. 

I repeat again, what difference does it make to you whether the Civil 
Service Commission or you rec ruit, provided that you get the money 
to recruit with? They have to have the money to recruit with and you 
have to have it. 

Mr. Bruce. That is not the basis of our objection in this bill. 

Senator Pastore. Will you point out specifically all the objections 
you have to this bill because we are very much interested in how you 
feel. 

Mr. Broce. Section 1 ~, weare definite ly op posed to that. The other. 
with respect to the recruitment, our objection is very mild. If the 
Congress wants to do it——~— 

Mr. Brawiey. Will you go into section 12? To what exactly are 
you opposed ? 

Mr. Bruce. Section 12 (2). It turns over everything to the Civil 
Service Commission and we are definitely opposed to that. 
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Senator Pasrore (reading) : 


The Commission shall, after consultation with the departments (when the 
Commission deems it practicable), establish standards, practices, procedures, 
and forms— 
et cetera. Do you have any objection to that?) They do that now, do 
they not ¢ 

Mr. Bruce. It all depends. I do not even know exactly what they 
have in mind with respect to standards. 

Senator Pastore. Standards of employment. I guess that is what 
we are talking about. That is their function. 

Mr. Bruce. Set up registers, I presume you would call that a 
standard. 

Senator Pasrore. Practices, procedures, and forms for the person- 
nel operations of the departments. ‘Tell me again specifically what 
would that do to you? What is the harm ? 

Mr. Bruce. - would turn over ever ything th: at we do with respect to 
the field service involving personnel to the Civil Service Commission. 
Practices, procedures, and forms are not now under their control 

except in specific instances. For example, our promotional forms and 
our efficiency-rating forms and the retention of all types of per- 
sonnel-record forms are not under the Civil Service Commission, 
We make them uniform for all of our offices and we have complete 
control over them. In our opinion we think that is a desirable 
practice. 

Mr. Braw ey. Is there anything in here that leads you to believe 
that the Commision would take it away from you? 

Mr. Bruce. There is nothing in there to make me believe that they 
would not. 

Senator Pasrorr. Wait just a minute, gentlemen. We are all on 
the same ball team: the Commision is a part of the Government, 
just as the Post Office Department is. Now, that may be so, but all 
of these things would have to be worked out. Why don’t you find 
out from the Commission exactly what this section will be insofar as 
t he objections raised here ¢ 

Mr. Brawiry. We have a Commission representative here. He 
is not here to testify. Mr. Leich, do you think you might straighten 
out this situation in just a little informal off-the-record discussion ? 

Mr. Letcu. Yes, sir. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Pasrorr. Thank you very much, Mr. Leich. 

Mr. Bruce. In this proposed legislation the Civil Service Com- 
mission 8 not now have any legal jurisdiction over the promo- 
tion of field postal employees and as far as I know they never have. 
That is eat in section 16 of this propos sed bill, and it was Dr. 
Flemming’s understanding, and I understand why he would think 
that, because they do have jurisdiction over the departmental service. 
In the minds of ut lot of people the two are synonymous, but the field 
service is separate from the departmental service. We operate under 
section 10 (b) of Public Law 134, approved July 6, 1945, which was 
a specific act setting up the only standards in law with respect to 
the promotion of field supervisors. 

Senator Pastore. Is that all? 

Mr. Bruce. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Thank you very much. 

We will now hear from Mr. Steward. 
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STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman, we yield to none in our adherence 
to the merit principle in the public service. Our record as an organ- 
ization for more than a third of a century shows not one single devia- 
tion, however slight, from the maintenance of that principle. 

The proponents of the bill S. 1135 now before you adhere to the 
theory that the enactment of this bill will strengthen the merit prin- 
ciple in the Federal service. Measured against that theory we will 
place experience of more than half a century in the personnel opera- 
tion of Government and feel that the situation, far from being bet- 
tered, will be worsened in the event the proposal before you were 
enacted into law. 

It is true that in three instances—section 3, paragraph (a) on page 

section 10 on page 10, and section 16—reference is made to the 
recruitment, the selection—— 

Senator Pasrorre. Do you have the corrected bill? If not, will you 
give him one, Mr. Brawley / 

Mr. Braw.ey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srewarp. And the ap pomtment on a basis of merit and effi- 
ciency. But it would seem that the definition of merit would rest 
with operating officials. 

I am not one who is thoroughly cynical or is accustomed to thinking 
evil of my fellow man, but I cannot be blind to general and recurring 
tendencies, and L have heard not once but Hany times over the years 
high officials of Government with due solemnity indicate that in their 
opinion the basic factor in merit was the adherence to the dominant 
political party. So the pious insertion of the words “merit” and 
“efficiency” in the statute, far from deterring those who would evade or 
undermine a merit system, offer mere signposts to those who would 
become skilled in evasion or flat nullification. 

Now, there are general grants of authority, and witnesses contin- 
ually refer to what they believe not only present occupants of posi 
tions would do but future oce upants; that it is not conceivable that 


these officials would take such a stand. It seems to me* that that 
Is going overboard in the sea of prophecy and I hold that it is very 
vicious legislation to make dependent upon any human being. — If 
you base your legislation on an official — IS admiitted|y as near 
perfect as a human being can be, his passa » from the picture and 


rep raceme “ by someone who is all that is ated able grants authority 
that can only be rescinded by act of C ongress to a person who is not 
fit to exercise it. 

There seems to be still magic in the minds of some in the word “de- 
centralization.” Decéntralization without definitely devolving the 
final decision in some central ec is merely the abdication of 
authority and an invitation to dissimilar systems and chaos. 

There has developed over the years in a perfectly practical way a 
certain devolvement of authority from central points to field estab lish- 
ments in order to lesson paper work, to save time, and to get as close 
to the actual scene of operation as possible the rendering of certain 
decisions. Where the final central authority has been retained and 
even more important than that, where there has been established and 
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maintained an adequate, competent supervisory and inspectional force, 
periodically and at fairly frequent intervals to see how that decen- 
tralized authority is being exercised, there we have a practical success. 

Senator Pastore. Does not this bill do that precisely ¢ 

Mr. Srewarp. No, sir. The bottleneck would continue to be two 
things: First, the size of the appropriation available to the Civil 
Service Commission or the creation and maintenance of a competent 
investigative staff: and, second, the position of aggressive leadership 
that would be undertaken by the Civil Service Commission in the event 
of a stalemate—a failure after consulting with or negotiating with a 
top operating official to agree upon the course of action taken. May I 
say, sir, over the last 50 vears the records are replete with instances 
where an iota ial operating official when confronted by a request or 
sometimes an order from the Civil Service Commission refused to back 
down and won the bout. 

[ will cite just one instance that occurred in the last 3 or 4 years. A 
committee of the Congress conducted an extensive investigation as to 
practices in offices of collectors of internal revenue around the country, 
with relation to the use and abuse of efficiency ratings for matters of 
assignment, promotion, and dismissal. They came up with a vol- 
uminous printed report naming names, dates, setting forth things in 
detail where there has been tremendous and widespread abuse of effi- 
ciency ratings over which the Civil Service Commission had absolute 
jurisdiction. I made it a point to ll quire to what extent the United 
States Civil Service Commission had made use of that factual informa- 
tion and found absolutely none; there never had been an investigation 
conducted in a single instance or any action taken. 

Now, to sprinkle general terms through a bill and trust that they 
will be employed only in the interest of better government it seems to 
me is being altogether too naive, too oblivious to the facts of life in 
this year of 1951. I think, sir, that the growth of legislative riders on 
appropriation bills, the intervention of the Congress into a field where 
frankly it — not belong—attempting to administer personnel—has 
been brought about by the progressive failure of operating officials 


of th ce au of the Budget andthe Civil Service Commission to take 
vidi ite steps to handle in the way that they were trained to do and 
which it is their business to do, such things as assignments, appoint 
ments, promotions, and staffing. Our organization has gone on record 


for vears forecasting what Congress would be driven to do if this were 
not done in the executive branch. 

We have the steady growth of the congressional legislative rider 
entering the field of personnel administration, a purely executive 
function. 

I say with all seriousness that I believe that the proposal before you, 
far from offering a remedy of any existing evils, will furnish an 
invitation to further evasions and call for further congressional over- 
all restrictions which have to be clumsy because they are general, 
have to work hardship casa they cannot set up exceptions for this, 
that, or the other agency, and that the net result would be a backward 
rather than a forward step. 

To say that where such general terms, where it may be developed, 
an employment system approve “d by the Civ vil Service Commission and 
then subsequently the Civil Service Commission suddenly becoming 
os sfied with that system or the way it is _— ated, tries to with- 
draw it, if I read the language of paragraph (c) section 3 correctly, 
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we find a strong possibility of the Commission and the department 
paralleling each other in the recruitment and examination and the 
certification program. We find no place where final decision may be 
made other than the authority devolving upon the Commission after 
consultation or after they negotiate with the department or agency 
heads, and we can only judge the future | ry the past, that will unques 
tionably lead to many a controversy, many a stalemate. The percent- 
age of victories of the agency heads is bound to assume formidable 
proportions. 

I wish to comment briefly on the testimony of Mr. Watson, executive 
secretary of the National Civil Service League, who offered testimony 
here this morning in support of the bill. 

I have been for many years a member of the council of the National 
Civil Service League, the council being the legislative body of that 
organization, 

W hen the report of the Hoover Commission was submitted al the 
first council meeting of the league, the report on personnel administra 
tion was submitted to the council by Mr. Robert UL. Johnson, at that 
time chairman of the oa with a recommendation that it be ap 
as The council of the leacue, after extended discussion, with 
held its approvi al of = personn ‘| recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission and that stands tod: LV. So that I can state authoritatively 
Mr. Watson was not sp eaking for ihe league. 

Senator Pasrore. Of course, Mr. Steward, anything you ever have 
to say before this committee has great impact in the consideration 
of any of this legislation. But may I ask you this question : What 
is the answer to all this’ You say that the present system is rather 


confusing, this is voing to be confusing. Wi hat isthe answer ¢ a His 1s 
crowing and growing and growing. 

Mr. Srewarp. In the field of recruitment and ap ee there 
has been unquestionably aaa improvement. I do not believe 
that we should proceed further than experience justifies. There is 
an iple existing authority for its orderly deve ‘lopmet it. This Ll term 
the panacea treatment, trying to cover it all in. You cannot proceed 


In adv: ince not on ly of setting up the necessary organiZ ation but the 
proper attitude of mind on the part of all those who are to take part in 
the administration. 

Senator Pastore. But they tell me that woes back to the nineteenth 
century, this law that we are working under presently. 

Mr. Srewarp. We are not pursuing the recruiting or appointing 
methods as we did then. 

Senator Pasrorr. Because we have been palming it off to various 
departments, have we not ¢ 

Mr. Srewarp. That is a gradual development, but it has not gone 
in advance of understanding and general agreement. I do not believe 
that you can get in advance of understanding or agreement 

Senator Pasrore. If I understood the testimony correctly today it 
was this delegation to the various departments without a clear, concise, 
specific setting of jurisdiction and standards that has led to the playing 
of some polities in the recruitment program of the Nation. Isn’t that 
so? That is the idea I got from these hearings and this was in order 
to avoid all that to set this out as a clear pattern of recruitment. giving 
to each department—not to one individual, but to a department— 
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the authority to work out with the Civil Service Commission a recruit- 
ment plan by which you would have some semblance of uniformity 
throughout the Government, and at the same time giving to those 
people who are closer to the job and the work to be performed the 
authority to set up a recruitment program that will give them the 
best caliber of help. You might say it is a panacea, Maybe it is. 
Maybe we are hoping for too much. 

Mr. Srewarp. They are not restricted at the present time in their 
selection of those who the ‘y nay feel are the proper persons. 

Senator Pasrore. But Dr. Flemming said that apparently we are 
operating under this law of 1890 and that the powers have not been 

clearly defined. I know you are very much interested in the efficiency 
of the Government and the welfare of the people who work for it. 

Mr. Srewarp. Mr. Chairman, this category certification—— 

Senator Pasrorr. I would like to hear you on that subject. That is 
a complete departure that I think ought to be discussed a little more 
fully than it has been. I know it is going to be discussed very fully 
when we get to the groups that are interested in the veterans and the 
veterans’ preferences. 

Mr. Srewarp. I would say that it would be a very obtuse operating 
official who could not with the aid of someone at his right hand versed 
in personnel administrative procedure run a coach and four through 
your category certification and appoint just exactly what individual 
he pleased. 

May I say to you, sir, that it has become a matter of serious concern 
to me, who am a sn in Federal personnel administraiton, to see 
the altogether too great misuse of technical experience and technical 
qualification by those in personnel work to set up for operating offi- 
cials a colorable transaction that cannot be changed by a cursory or 
evel a more close examination by either the Civil Service Commission 
or any other outside agency. 

Senator Pasrorr. Would that category system apply to all phases 
or does that apply merely to professional and scientific ? 

Mr. Srewarp. It is general in its terms. It may under the terms of 
the bill be applied to all except the field post oflice. 

Mr. Brawiry. The Commission has recommended a change in the 
wordage of that. It is at the bottom of page 5. 

Senator Pasrore. That is a complete departure and I think we 
ought to get that clarified. 

Mr. Braw ier. It now reads specifically this way: 


The Commission or a department as authorized by an approved employment 
plan, shall rate competitors for selection to competitive civil-service positions 
either (1) numerically on a scale of 100, or (2) in the case of such scientific 
and professional positions as the Commission may designate, by placing them 


in categories of outstanding, well-qualified, qualified, and unqualified. 


It would be restricted under this language to scientific and pro- 
fessional. 

Senator Pasrorr. Administrative was dropped out purposely. It 
is not that broad now. 

Having had experience somewhat with Government before I came 
here I do realize sometimes it is not the man with the highest mark 
on paper who is the most desirable in those particular fields. There 
are many other elements that have to be taken into consideration. 
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Mr. Srewarp. True, for which reason both the oral interview and 
the probationary period are devices that have been used very suc- 
cessfully. 

Senator Pasrore. That is a procedure to knock out a man after 
vou have made a mistake, but not a procedure by which to pick out 
a man who is qualified by temperament, caliber, or othe ‘rwise. 

[ will admit with you, when you get into this category phase, of 
course, it opens the field wide for a man to speculate and pick out 
those that he wants within that category. But within caneat fields 
such as scientific and professional, 1 don’t know at the moment exactly 
what they menn, but L think this gets right up in the bi@ brackets. 
When you get to directors and institutions and engineers, chemists, 
and positions of that kind, I think you have to have some latitude. 
You might get into the question of what the person’s background 
might be with reference to his philosophy of ideologies and all that 
sort of thing. 

Mr. Srewarp. You also need some very practical testing as to 
whether or not what looks very fine on a Form 57 is in reality what 
IS posse ‘ssed by the new appointee, 

Senator Pasrore. That is true, I can recognize that, too. But, of 
course, you know the Civil Service Commission who feel rather 
jealous—— 

Mr. Srewarp. Would it surprise you, Mr. Chairman, fo learn that 
at the present time there are certain agencies of Government that 
require political clearance when you get above a certain level? I 
am not talking about policy men, I am talking about operating men 
on a low level. 

Senator Pasrore. Of course this is a Government of a ics and do 
not be too much surpris ed if, once in a while, it creeps i little bit. 
I do not care, anything that we ever do, all of us in one sense or another, 
display a political philosophy from time to time. While that has been 
abused, as long as you have the American two-party system once in a 
while you will hear some of that. But by and large you have to admit 
that the procedure of recruitment is rather clean when it comes to that 
sort of thing. You hear it once in a while. You are dealing with 
millions of people. Men who come here are making speeches for 
political reasons often. 

Mr. Srewarp. | do maintain that through legislation that tendency 
should not be encouraged. 

Senator Pastore. I do not think there is anything here that encour- 
ages it; I do not think there is anything here that eliminates it com- 
pletely. However, the mere fact that politics does not play a part does 
not mean that that is going to be the end result. But, legislatively 
speaking, the best we can do is to spell it out in the law and say that 
it shall have ho place in recruitment. But here and there | OuUeSS 
there will be a little politicking. But by and large I do not think 
this bill was inspired by that, and the greatest rebuttal to your argu- 
ment is Mr. Hoover—I don’t know what. their politics are—— 

Mr. 4 warp. I yield to no one in my respect for former President 
Hoover, but I do not belie ve that reforms or progressive change sin 
our Federal personnel structure are necessarily the products of emi- 
nent gentlemen who are largely unfamiliar with practical operation 
of our Federal Government. 
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Senator Pasrorr. They have the opportunity to go over the staff 
reports. 

Mr. Srewarp. May I say that if you ask ae ope American, “Do 
you believe in better government?” he will say, “Yes.” You can get 
letters, pilgrimages to Washington proving th: at, and yet you break 
it down and find out that they know nothing whatsover as to the 
actual operation of the Federal Government. 

Senator Pasrorr. But do you not feel that the whole procedure 
should be somewhat strengthe ned from what experience we have had 
in the past? I am not saying this is the answer but there has to be 
an answer to it. I do not think we will ever hit perfection but we 
ought to strive for it. Just to sit back and say “Well, it is going along 
all right, let it keep on going,” I do not think that is the answer. 

Mr. Srewarn. First, I would not think for one moment of the adop- 
tion of any additional legislation unless it were definitely tied up 
with the money and the mandatory injunction upon some central 
igency to police the whole enterprise. 

Senator Pasrorr. That is what this bill does. That is what I am 
told. I may be wrong. 

Mr. Srewarp. I fail to find it. 

Senator Pasrorr. If there is nothing further, thank you very much, 
Mr. Steward. 

Mr. Kennedy ? 


STATEMENT OF MILES D. KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, my name is Miles D. Kennedy. Iam 
the director of the national legislative commission, American Legion. 
I want to thank you and your fellow subcommittee members for giving 
us this op portunity to appear bs ‘fore you and present our views in 
connection with this bill, S. 1135. 1 do not intend to offer any testi- 
mony personally, but with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to have Mr. Lavers, who is here with me, testify. Mr. Lavers has 
some prepared testimony and at the conclusion we will be glad to 
answer any questions you have of us. 

Senator Pasrorr. Mr. Lavers. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH H. LAVERS, DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL 
ECONOMIC COMMISSION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Lavers. My name is Ralph H. Lavers, director of the national 
economic commission of the American Legion under which veterans’ 
preference and employment operate. 

The American Legion is appearing here today to express its views 
with respect to S. 1135, a bill which, if enacted into 1: aw, would put into 
effect the recommendations contained in the Hoover Commission 
report on personnel management. 

The American Legion’s opposition to this particular legislation has 
been a matter of public information for some time and was reiterated 
by action of the national convention held in Los Angeles, Calif., Octo- 
ber 9-12, 1950, by adoption of resolution No. 421 condemning the 
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Hoover Commission report and the task force report on Federal per- 
sonnel as being measures which, while allegedly designed to improve 
personnel service in the Federal Government, would actually encourage 
and result in a return of the outmoded and disgraceful spoils system, 
and completely destroy the present concept of the Civil Service Com- 
mission and the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. The action taken 
by the American Legion was not hastily conceived but was the result 
of exhaustive study made of the Hoover Commission and task force 
reports by the Legion’s national veterans’ preference committee. We 
are glad to have this opportunity to present our reasons for these views 
to the Congress. 

The basic purpose of Senate bill 1135, as we see it, is to completely 
decentralize the examining responsibility of the Civil Service Com- 
mission to the various departments and agencies oa destroy veterans 
preference. Most of the other sections of the bill are merely in sup- 
port of these basic objectives. Those who would be pleased with the 
destruction of veterans’ preference in Federal employment and those 
_- ject to so-called red tape and seek a false economy at the expense 
of the veteran have all had a hand in this peers of legislation, 5. 
1135 is carrying out the recommendations of the Citizens Committee 
on the Hoover Report which they tried to put into effect a year ago, 
the passage of which was stopped by a wise-thinking Congress, and 
this bill is only one of many pertaining to veterans which will come 
up during the current session of Congress which seek to take away 
or destroy rights and benefits given to veterans by a grateful Nation 
through a sympathetic Congress. 

This bill, in our judgment, will virtually destroy the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944 _ weaken civil service 

This bill, we contend, is a fraud upon the peop le of the country as 
being presented to the saan le of the country during this period ot 
crisis with the declaration that it is designed to improve the Govern- 
ment pérsonnel services in order to secure the necessary and proper 
personnel to carry on defense activities during this period O} 
preparedness, 

Again I re pe at this is a fraud when presented to the people on that 
basis because the President, by Executive order, and the Civil Service 
Commission and all of the agencies of the Government have already 
taken action that will secure the personnel required without the need 
for any such bill. 

Section 3 (a) of S. 1135 provides for a division of responsibility 
for maintaining and protecting a system of recruitment, examination, 
certification, and selection of persons for competitive civil-service 
positions which would result in open competition and selection on 


merit. This responsibility is now vested in the Civil Service Com- 
mission alone and this bill would give equal res sonaibility to the vari- 
ous departments. Under the language in section 2 of this bill the term 


‘Departments” includes all departments, independent establishments, 
agencies, and corporations in the executive, legislative, and judicial 
branches of the Federal Government, or in the municipal government 
in the District of Columbia. If for no other reason than the stand- 
point of sound administration it can be seen that such division of 
responsibility would create confusion and turmoil on the question of 
who is responsible for what. Presumably the Commission would be 
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given an added responsibility to police this division of responsibility, 
but efliciency would be impossible due to lack of trained personnel 
and prohibitive cost. 

Section-3(b) would give the Commission authority to modify or set 
aside the principles of open compe tition by direction of the President 
during a national emergency. This authority is already vested in the 
President under existing law and is absolutely unnecessary. 

Section 3(c) provides that each department shall submit to the 
Civil Service Commission an employment plan, or plans, for the re- 
cruitment, examination, certification and selection of persons for par- 
ticular positions in such departments. This is the section which would 
make possible the complete decentralization of the Civil Service Com- 
mission’s functions to the various departments and agencies. As we 
have pointed out in previous testimony on this personnel management 
legislation, this provision would make it necessary for those seeking 
Federal employment, both veterans and nonveterans, to apply to each 
agency for employment. It would necessitate the setting up of exam- 
ining procedures and boards in all the Federal agencies, and would 
force the individual to go from agency to agency, rather than be placed 
on a central register in the Civil Service Commission for referral to 
agencies Where vacancies occur. It would also entail policing by the 
Civil Service Commission which would create the necessity for addi- 
tional personnel and funds for this purpose in addition to the expenses 
involved under the language in this section of supervising and direct- 
ing all operations of a department under any such employment plan. 

Senator Pasrorr. Before you go any further, the way I understand 
it this would compel an applicant for a Federal position to qualify 
with every department and be on the register of every department, am 
I right ? 

Mr. Lavers. I do not think so, Senator, from my interpretation of it. 

Senator Pastore. That is what you have been saying. 

Mr. Lavers. That he would be compelled to go to the agency—for 
instance, in Rhode Island, which you and I are familiar with, we have 
14 governmental agencies functioning. 

Senator Pasrorr. How many examinations would he have to take ? 

Mr. Lavers. Unless there was an agreement between the agencies he 
would have to go to 14 agencies, each agency would have its own re- 
cruitment, examining, and placement process. 

Senator Pastore. Before you go any further, let us get into this 
from the Civil Service Commission standpoint. Do you understand 
it that way, Mr. Leich? 

Mr. Lercn. I am Harold Leich, staff member with the Civil Service 
Commission. 

On this question it would depend upon the type of examination, the 
type of position applied for. The entire effect of the bill would be 
to, although it is not precisely stated, common jobs would be examined 
through the Civil Service Commission’s offices. Accountants, person- 
nel officers, stenographers, the common types of jobs would be handled 
through the Commission’s offices. But the unique type of job, foresters 
in the forestry service, would no doubt be under the Department of 
Agriculture. You get into borderline areas where maybe there is a 
major-using agency and two or three agencies that have a minor in- 
terest, maybe say a geologist. Possibly the Geological Survey would 
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appoint 90 percent of the geologists. You can think of others, the 
Bureau of Mines, I suppose, would have a need for a geologist, too. 

Senator Pasrorer. Where in this act has this been said ¢ 

Mr. Letcn. It has not been said in the act because it is a matter 
of almost a day-to-day administration. The Civil Service Commis- 
sion would be the agency to determine which jobs are examined for 
by the authorities. 

Senator Pasrorr. Where is that authority in the law? 

Mr. Leicu. It is in there. 

Senator Pastore. That is a very important point. 

Mr. Leicu. The Commission is one that has the say as to where 
these jobs are examined for. Section 4 (a) (1): 


The Commission shall after consultation with the departments principally 
concerned 


and so forth—I will read it: 


(1) determine from time to time, with due regard to the effectiveness of the 
operations of the departments and to the best interests of the Government, those 
competitive civil-service positions which shall be subject to recruitment, exami- 
nation, and certification by the Commission, and those positions which shall 
be subject to employment plans. 

The Commission has the say. But that is the essence of the employ- 
ment plan. The plan would be a statement: Department X will ex- 
amine for so-and-so; the Civil Service Commission will examine for 
so-and-so, a mutually negotiated agreement, you see, as to the sharing 
of the work; and in general the principle, although the principle is 
not stated here, woul [ be that the common jobs—— 

Senator Pasrore. The authority is in here now; I see that. 

Mr. Lavers. May I comment on that ! 

Senator Pasrorr. All right. 

Mr. Lavers. Although the authority may be in there, it is still 
a matter of opinion, with those with whom I have discussed this, that 
it can be done by the agencies on an agency basis, as | explained to 
vou. Where in Rhode Island we have 14, there would be 14, and this 
whole legislation, Mr. Chairman, and the theory of it, and what it is 
going to do, nobody knows. We have taken this from our interpreta- 
tion, as the opponents have taken it from their inter pret: ition. We 
feel from our experience over the years that that is what is more 
liable to happen to make the thing blacker to us than it is now. 

Mr. Brawiry. Would specific language in this bill directing the 
Civil Service Commission to be the central clearance authority before 
announcement of examinations, overcome your objection ? 

Mr. Lavers. You should have it in there, because with the human 
equation nobody knows. 

Mr. Brawtey. But language such as that would overcome your 
objection ? 

Mr. Lavers. It would: yes. 

In addition to the technical objections cited above, we have the 
basic fundamental objection to the principle of decentralization which 
removes from the Civil Service Commission the responsibilities of 
enforcing veterans’ preference in connection with the recruitment, 
examination, certification, and selection of persons for competitive 
civil-service positions as provided in the Veterans’ Preference Act 


of 1944. 
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As an example, in the Chicago area alone there are 46 Federal in- 
stallations. Would this bill mean that an individual seeking em- 
ployment would have to apply to each of these agencies independently ¢ 
It is our understanding that he would. 

I would also like to ask the proponents of this bill if this type of 
decentralization wouldn't create a situation where many spot place- 
ments would be made, and those who had honestly taken the examina- 
tions or applied for the positions on registers would be ignored. 

I would like to elaborate on that if I may by saying that is one of 
the experiences we are having now in agencies where there is de- 
centralization. It always happens in any personnel action. Men in 
good faith and women in good faith go to these organizations, apply 
for jobs, take an examination and pass, and they are placed in the 
tile and no register is established. 

The supervisor or the administrative section sends down for five 


stenogr: ap yhe rs, We W ills ay. The personnel otlice 1s right there. They 
take them—tive more people—give them the examination and put them 
to work. ‘The examinations that have been taken are still in the file 


waiting. We not only have that trouble in the Government agen- 
cies where we have decentralization but we have that trouble with the 
State employment offices on private employment; and, as I have said 
before, it is only a matter of personnel action being carried out in 
haste, possibly, without looking over the register. 

[ would also like to add that in my many years of dealing with the 
matters affecting veterans in civil service I find that we have more 
complains now from those agencies where decentralization is in effect 
than we ever had prior to any decentralization or from those agencies 
that are using the procedure of requesting certifications of employees 
by the Civil Service Commission. It might be well, also, for the 
Congress to investigate the cost of decentralization against that which 
is now appropriated for the Civil Service Commisson for the afore- 
mentioned functions. 

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 are merely descriptive sections outlining the 
Commission’s responsibilities under a decentralized operation. The 
fallacies in the definition of such responsibilities are found in secton 
6, where it provides that if the Commission, upon re ‘view of the opera- 
tions of a department under a decentralized plan, finds that such plan 
does not meet the standards prepared by the Commission, it can 
withhold, withdraw, or suspend its aproval for the operation of such 
plan. Without funds to take over the operation of such an employ- 
ment plan, it would be IN poss ble for the Commission to conduct any 
of the functions previously decentralized to the eunrenet 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, I have not had the benefit of the 
amended bill, in which I racerwlen se this has been taken care of in 
allowing transfer of funds from the agency to the Commission, 

Senator Pastore. The only trouble there is this: As Dr. Flemming 
brought out, he did not think it was going to take too much money 
because this responsibility could be absorbed within present appro- 
priations or present personnel within these departments. What funds 
are you going to transfer unless you make a specific appropriation to 
set up a recruiting system within a department? That would be 
another problem. 











RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE HOOVER COMMISSION D3 


Mr. Lavers. Section 8 provides for the use of the category system 
of rating and is one of the provisions to which the American Legion 
has been unalterably opposed. The advocates of this provision indi- 
cate that it is necessary in order to facilitate the recruitment of the 
best-qualified persons for key positions in the Federal Government. 
It has been, and still is, the contention of the Legion that it is not 
necessary because, under existing law, the Commission may apply 
what is known as “selective certification” to fill high-level positions 
where the selection of applicants with special qualifications is war- 
ranted. In place of a numerical-rating system with grades ranging 
from zero to 100, there would be a category-rating system of “out- 
standing,” “well qualified,” “qualified.” and “unqualified.” To give 
an applicant no more opportunity to show his relative merit in com- 
petition among numerous other applicants than a general placement 
by some agency rating official in one of three categories is not only 
unfair to the individual, veteran or nonveteran, but will destroy the 
principle of the civil-service merit system. Coupled together with 
decentralization, ey rating system places so much authority 
in the hands of the agency operating an employment plan that unde 
tectable personal ad political patronage woul | be inevitable. 

Section 9 proposes to amend sections 3, 7, and 8 of the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944. The amendment to section 3 would provide 
that veterans would have to obtain a pi issing grade before their pre fer 
ence points could be added to those examinations in which applicants 
are rated numerically, and would repeal the 5- and 10 ow preference 
for veterans in those examinations in which applicants are rated by 
categories. ‘These provisions have been unalterably a seo by the 
American Legion for many years, primarily because we have never 
been able to obtain any - evide nee that the qui ality or efficiency of the 
Government has been hampered by the hiring of those preference 
eligibles who obtain their positions on the civil-service register by 
reason of the preference points added to their rating in order to obtain 
a passing grade. We have taken the position that, inasmuch as the 
ap pointing officer has his choice of three eligibles for each vacancy, 
plus the fact that a new appointee must serve a 1-year probation, there 
is ample protection against the permanent appointment of unquali- 
fied persons. 

The amendment to section 7 provides for the way in which veterans 
would receive prefere nee under the category rating system. It pro 
vides that within a particular category veterans would go to ine top 
of the list to be considered before nonveterans, and that disabled 
veterans would go to the top of the highest category, except for scien 
tific and professional positions for which the entrance salary is over 

$3,000 per annum. The Legion, as stated previously, has taken the 
position that to give an applicant no more opportunity to show his 
relative merit in.competition with numerous other applicants than a 
general placement in one of three categories is not only unfair to the 
individual but will destroy the principle of the civil-service merit 
system. No suggestion is made by the Citizens’ Committee advocating 
this proposal as to how a rating official would arrive at a determination 
as to the category into which a particular applicant would fall. The 
repeal of preference points under the category system would remove 
the advantage that veterans now have over nonveterans in a numerical 
rating system and would encourage the placement by rating officials of 
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nonveterans in a higher category. Without some suggestions as to 
how these category ratings would be applied to a particular applicant’s 

qualifications, we are doubtful as to the Civil Service Commission’s 
ability to police the action of a particular agency under such authority. 

The amendments to section 8 would provide for the expansion of 
the “rule of three” to provide that an appointing officer may be 
entitled to consider at least five eligibles for each vacancy. The cur- 
rent regulations of the Civil Service Commission provide that an 
appointing officer may not pass over the name of a veteran for the 
selection of a nonveteran standing lower on the register without pre- 
senting reasons acceptable to the Civil Service Commission. This 
proposed amendment to section 8 would provide that a nonveteran 
could not be selected if there are available at least five veterans in 
the same or higher category, which means that if there were four 
veterans and a nonveteran on a particular register the veterans could 
be passed over for the selection of the nonveteran. It is the feeling of 
the American Legion that an expansion of the “rule of three” is 
unnecessary and would serve no other purpose than to encourage 
personal and political favoritism or patronage. 

Section 10 provides for a right of review by the Civil Service Com- 
mission of any rating given an applicant under the category-rating 
system. This would seem to satisfy some of the objections ¢ “ited above: 
however, it is the feeling of the Legion that the e xpense involved in 
operating such an appeals procedure would be far in excess of the 
expense involved if the Commission were to conduct its own examina- 
tions under a decentralized examining system. 

Section 11 would amend section 10 of the Civil Service Act and con- 
tains the “gimmick” referred to previously which, in our opinion, 
would repeal the preference now provided for veterans in the reduc- 
tions in force under section 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, 
wherein it states that no basis other than merit shall be used in the 
selection, promotion, demotion, assignment, transfer, furlough, lay-off, 
dismissal, discipline, compensation, or reinstatement of employees in 
positions under the civil-service laws, rules, and regulations. The 
phrase “No basis other than merit” would repeat the provisions of 
section 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act wherein it states, in any 
reduction in personnel in any civilian service of any Federal agency, 
compet ing employee s shall be released in accordance with civil-service 
regulations which shall give due effect to tenure of employment, mili- 
tary preference, length of service, and efficiency rating. 

Sections 12, 13, and 14 carry out recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. to which the Legion has e xpressed no objection. Section 
14, in particular, provides for the establishment throughout the United 
States of facilities for the counseling, testing, and pl wement of vet- 
erans in suitable Federal employment. ‘This provision was a sugges- 
tion made by the American Legion to the task force for the Hoover 
Commission. While it appeared in the task-force report, it did not 
appear in the final report of the Hoover Commission. It is our feeling 
that this section has been placed in the legislation merely to solicit 
the support of the veterans’ organizations, inasmuch as the expense 
involved in such an undertaking would be prohibitive. 

Sections 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 do not require comment, inasmuch 
as they are merely in support of the enacting clause, 
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In closing, I would like to state that far too many people are under 
the impression the American Legion has opposed all of the so-called 
Hoover bills and plans of reorganization. Nothing could be farther 
from the truth. During the Eighty-first Congress the American 
Legion oppo ed just t three of the Many bills introduced | DY the propo- 
nents of the Hoover report. Also, during the second session ot 
Mighty first Congress the American Legion opposed only | of the 
27 plans of reorganization submitted to the Congress; namely, plan 
No. 27 ol L950, which Was defeated. We would like you to know th if 
the veterans, constituting as they do the largest segment of our popu- 
lation, are just as much concerned about effi iencv and economy in 
Government as are all of our citizens, but not at the expense of the 
veterans, especially those suffering from the ravages of war and still 
paving the pel alty for their sacrifices, sacrifices made in m uy ok 
stances to protect those who now seek to take away their le val rights 

Mr. ( hairman and es ot the subeommittee, I would lil 
express my ap preciation a dt that of the American Legion to ‘on for 
having listened so patiently to this testimony. 

We respectfully urge that you disapprove the bill, S. 1135. 


CITIZENS’ COMMITTEE BILL ON PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 
SPECIAL SERIES NO, 


The analysis that follows concerning H. R. 2748 (S. 1135) was prepared by 
the National Economic Commission, H. R. 8311, introduced by Representative 
Hoffman March 19, has the same title as H. R. 2748. 

To provide an easy Comparison of the bill with the sectional analysis, the text 
of the bill is reproduced in the left-hand column; the analysis prepared by the 
National Economie Commission is in the right-hand column 

The Commission for Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government 
covered its recommendations for destroying the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944 
in Report No. 2, Personnel Management 


rile ANALYSIS 


H. R. 2748 and S. 1185 are companion bills introduced in the Congress for 
the Cit 

mendations of the so-called Hoover report. By convention mandate, the Ameri- 
an Legion must oppose this legislation, as well as in the light of a recommen- 
dation from the veterans’ preference committee who recently studied the bill to 
+} 


eT 
he effect that the Legion should reiterate its nnalterabl opp sition to any 


izens’ Committee which deals with the personnel management recom- 


I 


changes in the Veterans’ Preference Act, particularly those included in H. R, 
2748. The veterans’ preference committee gave particular attention to propa 
ganda relative to this legislation distributed by the Citizens’ Committee for the 
Hoover Report. Publications issned by the citizens’ committee have stated that 
this proposed legislation is needed in connection with the present national emer- 
gency This statement is erroneous, because the President has ample authority, 
under existing legislation, to take necessary steps to cope with recruitment and 
placement problems during a national emergency. 

The Citizens’ Committee’s statement that this bill would result in economies 
in the selection of personnel on the basis of open competition and merit was 
denounced last year by the American Legion and is denounced today. The 
American Legion reported to the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
that the expenses involved in a decentralized examining system, such as the bill 
proposed, would be upward of $40 million per year in excess of current ex 
penditures for the same purpose and, because such decentralization would be 
too costly to police, it would result in the return to the disgraceful and out- 
moded spoils systems. Particular attention was given to a statement made by 
the Citizens’ Committee that reduction in force legislation would follow, whereas 
the provisions of this bill would, without any further legislation, reneal the 
preference to veterans in reduction in force under section 12 of the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944. 
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[S. 1135, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide a recruitment procedure for the competitive civil service in order to 
insure selection of personnel on the basis of open competition and merit, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Federal 
Personnel Recruitment Act of 1951”. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act 

(1) The term “department” includes all departments, independent estab- 
lishments, agencies, and corporations. in the executive, legislative, or judicial 
branches of the Federal Government or in the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia in which there are competitive positions subject to the 
Civil Service Act of 1883, as amended and supplemented. 

(2) The term “Commission” means the Civil Service Commission. 

(5) The term “employment plan” means a plan provided for in section 8 (8). 

Sec. 3. (a) It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Commission and of 
the departments to maintain and protect a system of recruitment, eXamination, 
certification, and selection of persons for competitive civil-service positions in 
the departments which will result in open competition and selection on merit. 

Section 3 (a) provides for a division of responsibility for maintaining 
and protecting a system of recruitment, examination, certification and 
selection of persons for competitive civil-service positions whieh would 
result in open competition and selection on merit. This responsibility is 
now vested in the Civil Service Commission alone and this bill would give 
equal responsibility to the various departments. Under the language in sec- 
tion 2 of this bill the term “departments” includes all departments, independ- 
ent establishments, agencies, and corporations in the executive, legislative, 
and judicial branches of the Federal Government, or in the municipal gov- 
ernment in the District of Columbia. If for no other reason than the 
standpoint of sound administration it can be seen that such division of 
responsibility would create confusion and turmoil on the question of Who 
is responsible for what. Presumably the Commission would be given an 
added responsibility to police this division of responsibility, but efficiency 
would be impossible due to lack of trained personnel and prohibitive cost. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the Commission is authorized, at the 
direction of the President and during a national emergency declared by procla- 
mation of the President or by concurrent resolution of the Congress, to modify 
or set aside the principle of open competition to the extent and for such time as 
it deems necessary in order to expedite and facilitate the recruitment of the 
best qualified and available personnel. 

Section 8 (b) would give the Cemmission authority to modify or set aside 
the principles of open competition by direction of the President during a 
national emergency, This authority is vested in the President under existing 
law and, as mentioned in the opening paragraph of this analysis, is abso- 
lutely unnecessary. 

(c) Each department shall submit to the Commission an employment plan or 
plans for the recruitment, examination, certification, and selection of persons 
for specified categories of competitive civil-service positions in such department. 
Two or more departments may jointly submit and operate under an employment 
plan. If the Commission approves an employment plan submitted by a depart- 
ment, such department, or such department and the Commission, in accordance 
with such plan, shall recruit, examine, and certify, and such department shall 
select, persons for such of its competitive civil-service positions as are included 
in such plan. All operations of a department under any employment plan shall 
be subject to such supervision and direction by the Commission as may be 
necessary for the Commission to discharge its duty and responsibility under this 
Act. 

Section 8 (c) provides that each department shall submit to the Civil 
Service Commission an employment plan, or plans, for the recruitment, 
examination, certification and selection of persons for particular positions 
in such departments. This is the section which would make possible the 
complete decentralization of the Civil Service Commission's functions to the 
various departments and agencies. As we have pointed out in previous 
testimony on this personnel management legislation, this provision would 
make it necessary for those seeking Federal employment, both veterans 
and nonveterans, to apply to each agency for employment. It would neces- 
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sitate the setting up of examining precedures and boards in all the Federal 
agencies, and would force the individual to go from agency to agency, rather 
than be placed on a central register in the Civil Service Commission for 
referral to agencies where vacancies occur. It would also entail policing 
by the Civil Service Commission which would create the necessity for addi- 
tional personnel and funds for this purpose in addition to the expenses 
involved under the language in this section of supervising and directing all 
operations of a department under any such employment plan. In addition 
to the technical objections cited above, we have the basic fundamental 
objection to the principle of decentralization which removes from the Civil 
Service Commission the responsibilities of enforcing veterans’ preference 
in connection with the recruitment, examination, certification and selection 
of persons for compettive civil service positions as provided in the Vet- 
erans’ Preference Act of 1944 

Sec. 4. (a) The Commission shall, after consultation with the departments 

principally concerned 

(1) determine, from time to time, with due regard to the effectiveness 
of the operations of the departments and to the best interests of the Gov- 
ernment, those competitive civil-service positions which shall be subject to 
recruitment, examination, and certification by the Commission, and those 
positions which shall be subject to employment plans ; 

(2) prepare standards to be followed in the establishment and operation of 
employment plans ; 

(5) from time to time revise, supplement, or abolish existing standards, 
or prepare new standards for employment plans 

(b) Standards prepared by the Commission under subsection (a) shall be 
published in such form as it may determine. 

Sec. 5. The Commission shall undertake directly, or make appropriate alter- 
native arrangements for, the recruitment, examination, and certification of 
persons for selection and appointment to competitive civil-service positions not 
covered by currently approved employment plans 

Sec. 6. (a) The Commission shall from time to time, but at least annually, 
review the operations of the departments under approved employment plans 
in order to determine whether such operations are in compliance with sueh 
plans and with the civil-service rules and regulations. ‘The Commission shall 
make findings with respect vo the operations of the departments under their 
employment plans and shall report such findings to the heads of the depart- 
ments concerned 

(b) The Commission shall withhold, withdraw, or suspend its approval of 
any employment plan or part thereof, after duly held hearings, whenever it 
finds that such plan does not meet the standards prepared by the Commission. 

(¢) Whenever the Commission, pursuant to subsection (b) of this seetion, tind 
that the operations of a department under an approved employment plan are 
not in compliance with such plan or with the civil-service rules and regulations, 
the Commission shall have authority (1) to recruit, examine, and certify persons 
for selection and appointment to competitive civil-service positions in such depart 
ment which are subject to such plan, and (2) to modify or change any action taken 
or procedure followed by such department under such plan. The Commission 
shall certify to such department any such action taken by the Commission under 


S 


this subsection. The department shall take action in accordance with such 
certificate and such certificate shall be binding on the department, 
Sec. 7. The Commission, in the case of those examinations for which it expects 


competition to be greatly in excess of the needs of the service, may, with due 
regard to the principle of open competition, take such action, or direct that such 
action be taken by a department, as the Commission deems necessary to limit 
the number of persons permitted to compete for positions to such number as is 
reasonably required to meet economically and effectively the needs of the service 
for qualified and capable employees. 

Sections 4,5, 6, and 7 are merely descriptive sections outlining the Commis 
sions responsibilities under a decentralized operation. The fallacies in the 
definition of such responsibilities are found in section 6, where it provides 
that if the Commission, upon review of the operations of a department under 
a decentralized plan, finds that such plan does sot meet the standards pre 
pared by the Commission, it can withhold, withdraw, or suspend its approval 
for the operation of such plan. Without funds to take over the operation of 
such an employment plan, it would be impossible for the Commission to 
conduct any of the functions previously decentralized to the department 
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Sec. 8. The Commission, or a department as authorized by an approved employ- 
ment plan, shall rate competitors for selection to competitive civil-service posi- 
tions either (1) numerically on a scale of 100, or (2) by placing them in categories 
of outstanding, well-qualified, qualified, and unqualified. Except under unusual 
circumstances, category ratings shall be used in the case of competitors for 
professional, administrative, and scientific positions of a high level. Categor) 
ratings shall not be used in the case of competitors for positions in the field 
service for the Post Office Department 

Section 8 provides for the use of the category system of rating and is one 
of the provisions to which the American Legion has been unalterably opposed. 
The advocates of this provision indicate that it is necessary in order to facili 
tate the recruitment of the best qualified persons for key positions in the 
Federal Government. It has been, and still is, the contention of the Legion 
that it is not necessary because, under evisting law, the Commission may 
apply what is known as “selective certification” to fill high-level positions 
where the selection of applicants with special qualifications is warranted. In 
place of a numerical rating system with grades ranging from 0 to 100, there 
would be a category rating system of “outstanding,” “well-qualified,” “quali- 
tied,” and “unqualified.” To give an applicant no more opportunity to show 
his relative merit in competition among numerous-other applicants than a 
general placement by some agency rating official in one of three categories, 
is not only unfair to the individual, veteran or nonveteran, but will destroy 
the principle of the Civil Service merit system. Coupled together with 
decentralization the category rating system places so much authority in the 
hands of the agency operating an employment plan that undetectable 
personal and political patronage would be inevitable. 

Sec. 9. (a) So much of section 3 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, as 
amended (5 U. S. C. 852), as precedes “Provided, That” is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 3. In those examinations to determine the qualifications of applicants 
for entrance into the service in which applicants are rated numerically, ten 
points shall be added to the earned ratings of those persons included under sec 
tion 2 (1), (2), (8), (5), and (6) (such persons being hereinafter sometimes 
called ‘special preference eligibles’), and five points shall be added to the earned 
rating of those persons included under section 2 (4) of this Act, and in those 
examinations in which applicants are rated by categories such persons shall 
receive the preference provided by section 7 (b) of this Act: Provided, That any 
such preference eligible must receive a passing grade in order to qualify for such 
additional ten points or such additional five points or for such preference pro 
vided by section 7 (hb) :” 

Section 9 proposes to amend sections 3, 7 and S of the Veterans’ Preference 
Act of 1944. The amendment to section 3 would provide that veterans would 
have to obtain a passing grade before their preference points could be added 
to those examinations in which applicants are rated numerically, and would 
repeal the 5- and 10-point preference for veterans in those examinations 
in which applicants are rated by categories. These provisions have been 
unalterably opposed by the American Legion for many years, primarily 

because we have never been able to obtain any evidence that the quality, 
r efficiency, of the Government has been hampered by the hiring of these 
preference eligibles who retained their positions on the Civil Service Register 
by reason of the preference points added to their rating in order to obtain 
a passing grade. We have taken the position that inasmuch as the appoint- 
ing officer has his choice of three eligibles for each vacancy, plus the fact 
that a new appointee must serve a 1-year probation, is ample protection 
against the permanent appointment of unqualified persons, 
(b) Section 7 of such Act, as amended (5 U. S. C. 856), is amended to read as 


follows: 
“s 7. (a) For professional and scientific positions for which the entrance 
salary is over $3,000 per annum and for which eligibles are rated numerically, 


the names of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service 
registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective augmented ratings and 
ahead of all eligibles having the same rating who are not entitled to preference. 
For all other positions for which eligibles are rated numerically, the names of 
eligibles entitled to ten points preference shall be entered at the top of the appro- 
priate civil-service registers in accordance with their respective augmented 
ratings, and the names of eligibles entitled to five points preference shall be 
entered on such registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective aug 
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mented ratings and ahead of. all eligibles having the same rating who are not 
entitled to preference. 

“(b) For professional and scientific positions for which the entrance salary 
is over $3,000 per annum and for which eligibles are rated by categories, the 
names of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service 
registers of eligibles in accordance with their respective category ratings and 
ahead of all others in the same category. For all other positions for which 
eligibles are rated by categories, the names of preference eligibles shall be 
entered on the appropriate civil-service registers of eligibles in accordance with 
their respective category ratings and ahead of all others in the same categor) 
except that the names of special preference eligibles shall be entered at the to] 
of the highest category.” 

‘(e) So much of section 8 of such Act, as amended (5 U. 8S. C. 857), as pre 
cedes ‘Provided, That’ is amended to read as follows: 


The amendment to section 7 provides for the way in which veterans would 


receive preference under the category rating system it provides that within 
particular category veterans would go to the top of the list to be con 


sidered before nonveterans, and that disabled veterans would go to the top 


of the highest category, except for scientific and professional positions for 


i 
which the entrance salary is over $5,000 per annum. The Legion, as stated 
previously, has taken the position that to give an applicant no more oppor 
tunity to show his relative merit in competition with numerous other appli 


cants than a general placement in one of three categories, is not only untair 
to the individual, but will destroy the principle of the Civil Service Merit 
System. No suggestion is made by the Citizens’ Committee advocating this 
proposal as to how a rating oflicial would arrive atea determination as to in 
vhich category a particular applicant would fall. The repeal of preference 
points under the category system would remove the advantage that veterans 
now have over nonveterans in a numerical rating system, and would en 
courage the placement, by rating officials, of nonveterans in a higher cate- 
gory. Without some suggestions as to how these category ratings would be 
applied to a particular applicant’s qualifications, we become suspicious as to 
the Civil Service Commission's ability to police the action of a particular 
agency under such authority. 

Ec. 8. (a) When in accordance with civil-service | s and rules, a nor 


nating or appointing officer requests certification of eligibles for appointment 

purposes, there shall be certified, from the top of the appropriate civil service 
‘ 

{ 


register of eligibles, such number of names as may be necessary to permit such 
officer to make a selection for each vacancy in the manner provided by th 
section. 


“(b) When eligibles have been rated numerically, the nominating or appoint- 
ing officer shall be entitled to consider at least three eligibles for each vacane) 
and shall make selection from not more than the highest three eligibles avail 
able for appointment on certification: Provided, That the Civil Service ¢ 
mission may by regulation provide that with respect to certain positions, not 
including positions in the field service of the Post Office Departmen 


hating or appointing officer shall be entitled to consider at least five el 





for each vacancy and shall make selections from not more than the highest five 
eligibles available for appointment and certification 

‘(c) When eligibles have been rated by categories, the nominating or ap 
pointing officer shall be entitled to consider at least five eligibles for each vacancy 
ond shall make selection from the highest category. The Commission shall pre 
pare standards for determining when the number of eligibles in any category 
to be considered is insufficient or excessive. If, under such standards, there is 
an insufficient number of eligibles in the highest category, eligibles in the next 
highest category or categories shall also be considered for selection. If, under 
such standards, there is an excessive number of eligibles in the category or 
categories to be considered, the officer shall make selection from such lesser num 
her of eligibles in such category or categories as may be determined to be suffi 
cient under such standards. Selection of a nonpreference eligible sh: not be 
made in any case if there are available for selection the names of at least five 


preference e] 








ribles in the same or a higher category. 

“(d) A nominating or appointing officer shall not be required to consider an 
eligible for selection if objection to such eligible shall be made and sustained for 
any proper and adequate reason under regulations prescribed by the Civil 
Services Colnimission :” 

The amendments to section 8 would provide for the expansion of the ‘rule 
of three” to provide that an appointing officer may be entitled to consider 
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at least five eligibles for each vacancy. The current regulations of the Civil 
Service Commission provide that an appointing officer may not pass over 
the name of a veteran for the selection of a nonveteran standing lower on the 
register, without presenting reasons acceptable to the Civil Service Com- 
mission. This proposed amendment to section 8 would provide that a non- 
veteran could not be selected if there are available at least five veterans in 
the same, or higher, category, which means that if there were four veterans 
and a nonveteran on a particular register, the veterans could be passed over 
for the selection of the nonveteran It is the feeling of the American Legion 
that an expansion of the “rule of three” is unnecessary and would serve no 
other purpose than to encotirage personal and political favoritism or pat- 
ronage. 

Sec. 10. Any competitor for selection to a comptitive civil-service position 
shall, upon written request to the Commission, be entitled as a matter of right 
to a review by the Commission of the rating given him under section 8 of this 
Act. After such review the Commission shall take such action as it may find 
to be proper. 

Section 10 provides for a right of review by the Civil Service Commission 
of any rating given an applicant under the category rating system. This 
would seem to satisfy some of the objections cited above; however, it is the 
feeling of the Legion that the expense involved in operating such an appeals 
procedure would be far in excess of the expense involved if the Commission 
were to conduct its own examinations under a decentralized examining 
system. 





APPOINTMENTS, AND So ForRTH, SOLELY ON MERIT 


Src. 11. Section 10 of the Civil Service Act of January 16, 1883, as amended 
(5 U.S. C. 142), is amended to read as follows: 

“Src. 10. No person in the public service is for that reason under any obliga- 
tions to contribute to any political fund, or to render any political service, and 
no such person is liable to be removed or otherwise prejudiced for refusing to do 
so. No person in the public service has any right to use his official authority or 
influence to coerce the political action of any person or body. No political test 
or qualification shall be permitted or given consideration, and no basis other than 
merit shall be used, in the selection, promotion, demotion, assignment, transfer, 
furlough, lay-off, dismissal, discipline, compensation, or reinstatement of employ- 
ees in positions under the civil service laws, rules, and regulations. Any officer 
in the executive branch of the Government (who was appointed by the President 
either with or without the advice and consent of the Senate) who is found by the 
President to have violated this section shall be removed from office by the Presi 
dent, and any officer or employee of an executive agency (who was appointed by 
the head of such agency) who is found by the head of such agency to have 
violated this section shall be removed from office by the head of such agency. 
This section shall not be construed to prohibit any holder of political office in 
the United States from furnishing recommendations relative to the character, 
ability, and general fitness of an applicant for Federal employment. 

Section 11 would amend section 10 of the Civil Service act and contains 
the “gimmic” referred to previously which, in our opinion, would repeal the 
preference now provided for veterans in the reductions in force under section 
12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, wherein it states that no basis 
other than merit shall be used in the selection, promotion, demotion, assign- 
ment, transfer, furlough, lay-off, dismissal, discipline, compensation, or rein- 
statement of employees in positions under the civil service laws, rules, and 
regulations, The phrase “No.basis other than merit” would repeal the 
provisions of section 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act wherein it states 
in any reduction in personnel in any civilian service of any Federal agency, 
competing efaployees shall be released in accordance with civil service regula- 
tions Which shall give due effect to tenure of employment, military prefer- 
ence, length of service, and efficiency rating. ‘ 

Sec. 12. Subject to the Federal Reports Act of 1942 (5 U. S. GC. 189), the 
Commission 

(1) shall provide for the maintenance and preservation of personnel rec- 
ords, including the records of examinations, either by the Commission, or 
by the departments, or by both, as the Commission may determine; and 

(2) shall, after consultation with the departments (when the Commission 
deems it practicable), establish uniform standards, practices, procedures, 
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and forms for, or otherwise regulate, the personnel operations of the depart- 
ments, to the extent that the Commission deems such action to be in the 
interests of the service. 

Sec. 15. As an aid to more effective governmental administration, the Com- 
mission is authorized and directed to facilitate the transfer of officers and em- 
ployees with special qualifications to positions requiring such qualification by 
referring the names of such officers and employees to any departments making 
requests therefor. The Commission shall obtain from other departments, in 
connection with the filling of such positions, the names of and information with 
respect to officers and employees with special qualifications, and shall maintain 
such records as are necessary for the economical and efficient administration 
of this section. 

Sec. 14. Under such arrangements as the President may prescribe, there shall 
be established throughout the United States facilities for the counseling, test 
ing, and placement of veterans in suitable Federal employment. Such facilities 
shall be known as “veterans” civil service counseling and placement facilities”. 
Each veteran who applies therefor at any such facility shall have his aptitudes 
and qualifications tested and evaluated, shall be advised as to any Federal em- 
ployment or employments for which he appears to be qualified, and shall be 
provided active assistance in locating and being placed in any suitable Federal 
vacancy. 

Sections 12, 18, and 14 carry out recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission to which the Legion has expressed no objection. Section 14, in par 
ticular, provides for the establishment throughout the United States of facil- 
ities for the counseling, testing, and placement of veterans in suitable Fed- 
eral employment. This provision was a suggestion made by the American 
Legion to the task force for the Hoover Commission. While it appeared in 
the task force report, it did not appear in the final report of the Hoover 
Commission. It is our feeling that this section has been placed in the legis- 
lation merely to solicit the support of the veterans’ organizations inasmuch 
as the expense involved in such an undertaking would be prohibitive. 

Sec. 15. (a) The President is authorized to issue such civil-service rules, and 
the Commission is authorized to issue such regulations, as may be necessary for 
the administration of this Act. 

(b) The Commission shall from time to time make such investigations with 
respect to the operation of this Act as it may deem necessary. The depart- 
ments shall furnish the Commission such information in connection with such 
investigations as the Commission may request. The Commission shall take 
such corrective action as it may deem necessary in the light of such investi 
gations 

Sec. 16. The selection of persons under this Act and the promotion of officers 
and employees to higher positions shall be made on the basis of merit and 
efficiency. 

Sec. 17. The provisions of Reorganization Plan Numbered 5 of 1949 (5 U.S. ¢ 
133z-15 notes) shall apply with respect to the performance of functions of the 
Commission under this Act. 

Sec, 18. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 19. This Act shall take effect on the ninetieth day after the date of its 
enactment. 

Sections 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 do not require comment, inasmuch as they 
are merely in support of the enacting clause. 


Senator Pasrore. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF OMAR B,. KETCHUM, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLA- 
TIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Ketrcnum. Mr. Chairman, representatives of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars have given careful consideration and study to the pro- 
visions incorporated in S. 1135, Eighty-second Congress, first session. 

An analysis of the bill reveals that there are 12 basic provisions in 
the bill and our views will be predicated upon those provisions as they 
occur in sequence. 


RURGO D1 
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Section 3 (a) provides for an equal sharing of the duty and re- 
sponsibility of the C ivil Service Commission and the departments to 
maintain and protect a system of recruitment, examination, certifica- 
tion, and selection of persons for competitive civil service positions. 

This provision will decentralize the recruitment, examination, and 
certification authority and units of the Civil Service Commission to a 
degree where it will be impossible for the Commission to control those 
functions in an efficient manner. It will increase the cost of operating 
those functions untold thousands of dollars as it can readily be seen 
that each department (including independent establishments, agen- 
cies, ond Sonya ations) will be compelled to delegate authority to their 
lower echelons and field installations to recruit, examine, and certify. 
The Veterans of Foreign Wars has consistently opposed the decentral- 
ization of the Commission and the delegation of its authority to any 
departments or agencies as it believes such action permits many vio- 
lations of the Veterans Preference Act of 1944 and of the rules and 
regulations of the Civil Service Commission. 

2. Section 3 (b) provides that the Commission be given the author- 
ity, at the direction of the President and during a national emergency 
declared by proclamation of the President or by concurrent resolu- 
tions of the Congress, to modify or set aside the principle of open 
con ipetition to the extent an d for such time as is deemed 1 necessary 
in order to expedite and facilitate the recruitment of the best qualified 
and available personnel. 

This provision would authorize by statute law the authority for the 
Commission to set aside or modify the princple of open competition 
during an emergency as determined by the President or the Congress. 
During World War II the President issued an Executive order which 
contained the same principle as this subsection. In addition to that 
pl incip ‘le there was incorporated in the Executive order directions 
“7 at ap po nts could not be made on a permanent basis during the 

ime of the emergency in order to permit the thousands of persons 
who were being taken into the military service to compete for posi- 
tions after their release from military duty. It is noted that this 
section does not provide for the same type of indefinite appointments 
during the emergency mentioned in tie section. While offering no 
opposition to the provisions of subsection (b), the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars believe that such subsection should contain the specific lan- 
guage v hic h would prevent permanent appointments being made dur- 
ing the dec: ne emergency. 

3. Section 5 (c) provides that each department shall submit to the 
Civil Service Gchustadee an employment plan or plans for the re- 

uitment, examination, certification, and selection of persons for 
competitive civil-service positions in such departments. If the plans 
are approved by the Commission the departments will then recruit, 
examine, certify, ani select persons for the competitive civil service 
positions in such departments. 

In order to fully realize the provisions , this subsection, reference 
is made to section 2 (1) of the bill which defines departments as 
follows: 


The term “department” includes all departments, independent establishments, 
agencies, and corporations in the executive, legislative, or judicial branches of 
the Federal Government or in the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia in which there are competitive positions 
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From the Congressional Directory it is learned that there are ap- 
proximately 53 independent oflices and establishments, 10 corpora- 
tions, 48 commissions, 17 administrations, 17 judicial branches, 21 
executive branches and 12 departments. 

In accordance with . mandatory requirement of this bill there 
would be at least a total of 178 employme nt plans, all of which might 
possibly be different in construction. The number of full-time em 
ployees necessary to formulate such plans, the amount of money 
necessary for salaries for those employees, the cost of formulation and 
maintaining and operating such plans cannot be estimated. 

Consideration must be given to the number of boards of examiners 
and their staffs in each department that would be necessary in order 


to recruit, examine, and certify persons for positis ms. At the ] resent 
time the Commission has in operation over 750 such boards ani | under 
this bill that figure will be multiplied many, many times. The Con 


gress must tuke into consideration the additional COst of such a pro 
gram. The Commission has for years performed the work OT re- 
cruiting, examining, and certifying in an excellent and _ efficient 
manner and has available at the present time the trained personnel] 
and the facilities to efficiently continue doing So. It would be fai 
less expensive to the taxpayer and much more eflicient to increase the 
budget of the Civil Service Commission to an extent which would 
permit an expansion of all their regional offices and thus perform the 
necessary work elliciently and keep the authority where it properly 
bel iOngs. 

The bill, S. 1135, will make it necessary to educate, train. and employ 
thousands of persons for this specialized work before definite re sults 
will be perceptible. It will cause a great duplication of work per 
formed in each department and will lead to nothing but confusion. Tt 
will result in the establishment of many additional registers of eli 
gibles. It will make it necessary for veterans to partic ipate in numer 
ous examinations in order to get on the eligible registers so that they 
will have the same full 0} portunity for selection as s they would have ie 
the Commission established one register inthe same area. It woulda 
increase the number of violations of 1 
fits of the Veterans’ Preference Act in a proportionate manner as it 
can rene be seen that the more numerous the boards of eXamine T's 
the more 1umerous the opportuniti les for evasion and violation of t 


‘ules and regulations and the — 


sasinionade of law. 

! Section 7 pee ides for the limiti ng of the number of persons pel 
mitted to compete f ‘or position . Thisisin direct Op position to tradi 
tional open competitive examinations and could prevent many disabled 
and nondisabled veterans from havi Ing an OF pportunity Co qui ulify. 

5. Section 8, provides for two types of ratings for competitors, 
namely, a numerical rating or a category rating. 

The numerical rating has been in existence for many years and has 
proven to be a just and meritorious system of rating con ipetitors. In 
numerical ratings a veteran pre ference eligible is given the 5b or 10 
points he is entitled to receive by virtue of the Veterans’ Preference 
Act and these points are added to his score in accordance with that act. 
Category ratings are new and consist of four different categories, 
namely, outst: anding, well qualified, qualified, and unqualified, Dis- 
abled veterans and nondisabled veterans would not receive any addi 
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tional points for their military service but avould simply be placed 
in different positions within each category. Disabled veterans would 
be placed at the top of the highest category followed by nondisabled 
veterans in each separate category and then nonveterans in each sep- 
arate category. 

In view of the fact that S. 1135 does not make any provision as to 
the method of determining the qualifications of persons placed in 

category ratings it must be assumed that some system of numerical 
scoring will be apphed when written examinations are required. The 
fact that the 5 or 10 points will not be added to the earned score in 
such instances will nullify the intent and purpose of that portion of the 
Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. This will result in many instances 
of veterans being placed in a lower category and nonveterans selected 
for appointment before veterans. It must be remembered that these 
5 or 10 points were granted veterans to compensate them in a small 
measure for the time and opportunity lost because of military service, 
The Veterans of Foreign Wars is strongly opposed to category ratings 
such as proposed in this bill. 

6. Section 9 provides that 5 or 10 points shall be added to the earned 
rating of veterans who are rated numerically and in examinations in 
which applicants are rated by categories such persons shall receive a 
preference provided by section 7 (b) of this act. It further provides 
that any preference eligible must receive a passing grade in order to 
qualify and have his points added where applicable, or the preference 
provided by section 7 (b). 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars in 1948 adopted a resolution during 
its national encampment which instructed our national legislative 
service to cause to be introduced in the Congress a bill which provided 
as follows: 

That any preference eligible be required to secure a passing grade of 70 before 
either the 5 or 10 points would be added to his score. In addition, it provided 
that only those veterans who had a service-connected disability of 10 percent or 
more would be entitled to float to the top of the register. 

Each year since then our national encampments have mandated 
our organization to cause such a bill to be presented in the Congress 
but to date this bill has not become law. It is our belief that separate 
legislation on this matter should be enacted rather than have it incor- 
porated in a bill such as S. 1135. 

7. Section 7 (b) provides that for a nal and scientific posi- 
tions for which the entrance salary is over $3,000 per annum and for 
which eligibles are rated by category the names of preference eligibles 
shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service register in accordance 
with their respective category ratings and ahead of all others in the 
same category. It further provides that for all other positions for 
which eligibles are rated by categories, the names of preference eligi- 
bles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service registers in 
accordance with their respective category ratings and ahead of all 
others in the same category except that the names of special preference 
eligibles—disabled veterans—shall be entered at the top of the highest 
category. 

It must be noted that in the professional and scientific positions 
where the entrance salary is over $3,000 no provision is made for the 
disabled veteran to be placed at the top of the register but rather this 
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bill provides that disabled veterans will be placed at the top of each 
category. Such a provision would certainly be very unfair to those 
disabled veterans who desired to secure positions in the professional 
and scientific fields. Their disabilities were jncurred in the same 
manner as veterans who are in other classes and who are entitled to be 
placed at the top of the different registers. This provision would 
make it possible for a nonveteran in the category of “outstanding” 
to be selected for appointment before a disabled veteran whose name 
was placed in the “well qualified” category or the “qualified” category. 
It is not believed that the Congress desires to enact such a provision. 
For all other positions for which eligibles are rated by category the 
disabled veter * s name will be pl aced at the top of the highest cate- 
gory followed by five-point veterans in each separate category and 
then the names of nonveterans in each separate category. It is per- 
fectly possible under this prepsets category rating system to have 50, 


LOO, or more hames of eligib les in et ach category. The question is 
immediately raised as to how the names of five persons will be selected 
for consideration by the ap pointing officer. All the eligibles in one 


category will be on the same basis insofar as their eligibility 1s con- 
cerned. The Veterans of Foreign Wars believes that if this provision 
is enacted into law there will be many, many violations of the Vet- 
erans Preference Act of 1944 insofar as pre ference 1s now interpreted. 

8. (b) Section 8 (b) provides that when eligibles have been rated 
numerically the appointing officer shall be e ntitled to consider at least 
three eligibles for each vacanc y and shall make selection from not 
more than the highest three eligibles available for appointment and 
certification. It further provides, however, that the Civil Service 
Commission may by regulation provide that with respect to certain 

ositions, not inc luding positions in the field service of the Post Office 
De partment, the nominating or appointing officer shall be entitled to 
consider at least five eligib les for each vae ancy. 

Here again is the breaking aw: iy from the traditional rule of three 
names to be submitted for selection pur poses. It is possible that some- 
time in the future the Civil Service Commission may by regulation 
provide that all nominating or appointing officers shall be given the 
names of five persons for selection purposes under the authority of 
this bill, except positions in the field service of the Post Office Depart- 
ment. The purpose of making an exception to positions in the field 
service of the Post Office Department is not quite clear to this organ- 
ization as it does not seem equitable to say to an appointing officer in, 

san example, the Commerce De ‘partment that he can select from five 
names while an appointing officer in the Post Office Department is to 
be limited to three names. The Veterans of Foreign Wars is opposed 
to the changing of the rule of three and making it five as it is our belief 
that such a change will make it possible to reach the nonveterans on 
the register much more quickly than under the rule of three and this 
in turn would defeat the very purpose of veterans’ preference in the 
Federal Government. 

9. Section 8, subsection (c), provides that when eligibles have been 
rated by categories the appointing officer shall be entitled to consider 
at least five eligib les for each vacancy and that selection of a non- 
preference eligible shall not be made in any case if there are available 
for selection the names of at least five preference eligibles in the same 


or higher category. 
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It would be perfectly possible, under the provisions of this subsec- 
tion, for an appointing officer to appoint a nonveteran while a dis- 
abled veteran was on the certificate of five names. As a hypothetical 
example, a register contains the names of two disabled veterans and 
one nondisabled veteran and one nonveteran in the “outstanding” 
category. In the “well qualified” category there appears the names 
of two nondisabled veterans and four nonveterans. Under the pro- 
visions of this subsection it would be possible for the appointing officer 
to receive the names of two disabled veterans, one nondisabled veteran 
and one nonveteran from category “outst: anding” and one nonveteran 
from category “well qualified.” The appointing officer could then 
select the name of the nonveteran from the “outstanding” category 
over the two disabled veterans and the two nondisabled veterans. The 
Veterans of Foreign Wars is certainly opposed to any provision which 
would make action of this type possible and nullify the intent and 
purpose of veterans’ preference. 

10, Section 12 provides for the maintenance and preserv: ition of 
personnel records including the records of examination either by the 
Commission or the department or both as the Commission may de- 
termine. 

It is believed that the maintenance and preservation of examination 
records should be entirely the responsibility of the Civil Service Com- 
mission. It was pointed out earlier in this statement that under this 
bill it would be possible to have at least 178 different employment plans 
which could possibly result in many hundreds of boards of examiners 
throughout the different agencies. If the records of examinations are 
to be maintained and preserved by those units it would be almost an- 
impossib nlity to have any control over those records. It is believed 
that it would be very expensive in operation and would result in du- 
plication of work in many, many instances, 

11. Section 13 provides for the transfer of employees with special 
qualifications to positions requiring such qualifications by reporting 
the names of such employees to any department making requests 
therefor. 

This transfer provision might be used in a manner detrimental to 
veteran preference emp sloyees during reduction in force programs in 
different agencies by the transfer of nonveteran personnel to positions 
supposedly requiring special qualifications, thereby retaining them 
and reaching veteran preference employees for separation. 

12. Section 14 provides that under such arrangements as the Presi- 
dent shall provide that there shall be established throughout the 
United States facilities for counseling, testing, and placement of vet- 
terans in suitable Federal employment. It provides that each veteran 
who applies therefor at any such facilities shall have his aptitudes and 
qualifications tested and evaluated, that he shall be advised as to any 
Federal employment or employments for which he appears to be 
qualified and that he shall be provided accurate assistance in locating 
and being placed in any suitable Federal vacancy. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars is certainly in agreement with any 
provision which would facilitate and be helpful to veterans in securing 
Federal employment. Section 14 is, however, rather vague insofar as 
the practical operations of its provisions are concerned. From the 
language used in section 14 it would appear that any veteran upon 
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applying at the veterans civil service counseling and placement facility 
would be examined for his aptitude and qualifications for any position 
in the Federal Government and that if he proved qualified he would 
be given assistance in locating a vacancy and actual placement in a 
vacancy in the a dewad Government. Ap yparently it would not be 
necessary for him to be placed on eligible registers or be selected in 
the usual and customary manner. ‘The question also arises as to 
whether or not the veterans civil service counseling and placement fa- 
cilities would be a separate agency or would be a part of the Civil 
Service Commission. ‘The Commission does at the present time is 
a veterans civil-service representative in each of the respective States 
and it is believed that this service could be expanded to a sufficient 
degree to Carry out the purposes of the proposed section 14. 

The Civil Service Commission just oan to and during World 
War II was faced with a very unusual and diflicult problem insofar 
as securing the necessary people for employment in the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The Veterans of Foreign Wars be lieves that the Commission 
performed an outstanding service to the Nation during that time and 
also believes that the Commission has performed in an excellent man- 
ner during the conversion period from a war situation to that of peace- 
time following the end of hostilities of World War II. The statistics 
of the Civil Service Commission prove beyond question of doubt that 
veterans preference has been applied in the recruitment examination 
and selection following the war period as there are at the present time 
approximately 50 percent of the total number of Government em- 
ployees who are entitled to veteran preference. It is believed that the 
Civil Service Commission is in a far better position to carry out the 

cruitments, examining, and certification program needed provided 
it is granted the necessary appropriation to expand the regional oflice 
staffs to an extent that such program would be possible. 

In view of the present situation in Korea and throughout the world 

does not seem congruous for the Congress of the United States to 
consider legislation primarily designed to weaken the operation of the 
Veterans Preference Act of 1944. It is believed that favorable con- 
sideration of this bill would be a disservice to the veterans of our 
country at a time when the Armed Forces are seeking by every method 
to recruit for the different theaters of operations. The Veterans of 
Foreign Wars therefore respectfully urge the members of the com- 
mittee to reject =. 1135. 

Thank you. 

(Thereupon, at 2:40 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned. ) 














APPOINTMENT OF POSTMASTERS AND OTHER RECOM- 
MENDATIONS PERTAINING TO THE POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1951 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 2 ON PosTAL SERVICE, 
CoMMITTEER ON Post Orrice AND CIviIL SERVICE, 
Washington, PPLE. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
135, Senate Office Building, Senator Thomas R. Underwood, chair- 
man of subcommittee, presiding. 
Present: Senators Underwood (chairman), Pastore, and Carlson. 
Also present: J. Austin Latimer, chief clerk and counsel. 
Senator Unperwoop. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Gentlemen, the subcommittee has before it for consideration this 
morning S. 1148 and S. 1160. 
(S. 1148 and S. 1160 are as follows:) 


[S. 1148, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL Making various changes in laws applicable to the Post Office Department in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Commission on Organization of 
Executive Branch of the Government 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Post Office 
Department Reorganiation Act, 1951". 


POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, POSTMASTER GENERAI 


Sec, 2. Section 388 of the Revised Statutes (U.S. C., title 5, sec. 361) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“Seo. 38S. (a) There shall be at the seat of government an executive department 
to be known as the Post Office Department, and a Postmaster General, who shall 
be the head thereof, and who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. No person shall be eligible to serve as 
Postmaster General who holds any office under any political party, or under any 
political committee, as the term ‘political Committee’ is defined in section 1 of the 
Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925. 

“(b) The purposes and objects of the Post Office Department shall be to 
operate the postal service of the United States, and to execute all laws of the 
United States relative to the postal service. So far as may be practicable and 
consistent with the obligations and duties imposed by law upon the Department, 
such operations shall be conducted in accordance with principles and procedures 
applicable to commercial enterprises.” 

Sec. 3. The Postniaster General is hereby authoried and directed to decentralize 
the postal service into fifteen regions under regional directors of posts and district 
superintendents Regional directors would direct all transportation in the 
established region and the activities of the district superintendents who would 
have supervision over all post offices in a prescribed area. The line of authority 
would run from the Postmaster General, through the Director of Posts to the 
regional directors and thence to the district superintendents, 
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APPOINTMENT OF POSTMASTERS ¢ 


Src. 4. (a) So much of section 1 of the Act of June 25, 1988, as amended (U. 
S. C., title 39, sec. 31a), as precedes the proviso therein is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Section 1. Postmasters shall hereafter be appointed in the classified service 
without term by the Postmaster General,”’ 

(b) Section 2 of such Act of June 25, 1988, as amended (U.S. C., title 39, sec. 
31b), is amended (1) by striking out “at first-, second-, and third-class post 
offices” and (2) by striking out everything following the first sentence. ‘ 

(ec) Section 6 of the Act of July, 1876, as amended (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 31), 
relating to the appointments of postmasters of the fourth class, and the Act of 
May 20, 1944 (U.S. C., title 39, sec. 31¢), relating to postmasters at offices of the 
fourth class that are advanced to the third class, are repealed. 

(ad) Section 10 of the Civil Service Act of January 16, 1833, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 10. No person in the public service is for that reason under any obligations 
to contribute to any political fund, or to render any political service, and no such 
person is liable to be removed or otherwise prejudiced for refusing to do so. No 
person in the publie service has any right to use his official authority or influence 
to coerce the political action of any person or body. No political test or qualifi- 
cation shall be permitted or given consideration, and no basis other than merit 
shall be used, in the selection, promotion, demotion, assignment, transfer, fur- 
lough, lay-off, dismissal, discipline, compensation, or reinstatement of employees 
in positions under the civil-service laws, rules, and regulations. Any officer in 
the executive branch of the Government (who was appointed by the President 
either with or without the advice and consent of the Senate) who is found by 
the President to have violated this section shall be removed from office by the 
President, and any officer or employee of an executive agency (who was ap- 
pointed by the head of such agency) who is found by the head of such agency 
to have violated this section shall be removed from office by the head of such 
agency. This section shall not be construed to prohibit any holder of political 
office in the United States from furnishing recommendations relative to the char- 
acter, ability, and general fitness of an applicant for Federal employment.” 


FEES FOR SPECIAL SERVICES 


Sec. 5. (a) The Postmaster General is authorized by regulation to prescribe 
from time to time the fees that shall be charged by the postal service for the 
following services: 

(1) The fees that shall be charged for the registry of mail matter, and the 
fees that shall be charged for securing a signed receipt upon the delivery of 
registered mail matter and returning such recéipt to the sender. 

(2) The fees that shall be charged for the insurance of mail matter, or 
other indemnification of shippers thereof for articles injured or lost. 

(3) The fees that shall be charged for collect-on-delivery service. 

(4) The fees that shall be charged for special delivery service and that 
shall be charged for special-handling service. 

(5) The prices that shall be charged for post cards sold by the postal 
service. 

(6) The fees that shall be charged for the issuance of money orders and 
that shall be charged for the issuance of postal notes. 

(b) The regulations of the Postmaster General under subsection (a) shall fix 
tne fees and charges for each of the services covered thereby at such levels as in 
the opinion of the Postmaster General will make such service self-supporting. 

(c) Regulations issued by the Postmaster General under subsection (a) shall, 
to the extent prescribed therein, supersede existing laws, regulations, and orders 
governing the fees for the services covered thereby. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 6. This Act and the amendments made by this Act shall take effect July 1, 
1951. 
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[S. 1160, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL Relating to the appointment of postmasters, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That postmasters at post offices of all classes 
shall hereafter be appointed without term by the Postmaster General; Provided, 
That appointments to positions of postmaster at first-, second-, and third-class 
post offices shall be made in the classified service pursuant to the provisions of 
section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act extending the classified civil service to 
include postmasters of the first, second, and third classes, and for other purposes”, 
approved June 25, 1988 (52 Stat. 1076), as amended. 

Sec. 2. (a) Revised Statutes 3836, as amended (39 U.S. C., sec. 38), is hereby 
amended by striking out the words “or the President”. 

(b) The proviso, following the appropriation for compensation to postmuasters, 
in the first section of the Act entitled “An Act making appropriations for the 
service of the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, 
and for other purposes”, approved March 1, 1921, as amended (39 U.S. C., sec 
39), is hereby amended by striking out the words “by the President in case the 
office is in the first, second, or third class, and by the Postmaster General when 
the office is in the fourth class”. 

(c) The provision “and the Postmaster Genera! is authorized to designate post- 
masters at Presidential post offices as disbursing officers for the payment of the 
silaries of the officers and employees of the postal service concerned in the trans- 
portation of mails or in their distribution in transit, and for such other payments 
as they are now authorized to make from postal revenues” in the appropriation 
for route agents, in the first section of the Act entitled “An Act making appro- 
priations for the service of the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending 
June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and eighty-three, and for other purposes”, 
approved May 4, 1882 (22 Stat. 54; 380 U.S. C., sec. 50), is hereby amended to 
read “and the Postmaster General is authorized to designate postmasters at first-, 
second-, and third-class post offices as disbursing officers for the payment of the 
salaries of the officers and employees of the postal service, concerned in the trans- 
portation of mails or in their distribution in transit, and for such other payments 
as they are now authorized to make from postal revenues.” 

(d) The first section of the Act entitled “An Act extending the classified civil 
service to include postmasters ef the tirst, second, and third classes, and for other 
purposes,” approved June 25, 1938, as amended (39 U.S. C., sec. 3la), is hereby 
amended by striking out the following: “That postmasters of the first, second, 
and third class shall hereafter be appointed in the classified service without 
term by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate 
Provided,’. 

Sec. 3. Section 6 of the Act entitled “An Act making appropriations for the 
service of the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, 
eighteen hundred and seventy-seven, and for other purposes,” approved July 12, 
1876, as amended (39 U.S. C., sec. 31), is hereby repealed. 


Senator Unprrwoop. The first witness this morning will be Sen- 
ator Aiken, who is one of the sponsors of Senate bill 1148. 
Senator, we are glad to have you here this morning. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR GEORGE D. AIKEN, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 


Senator Aiken. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am appearing before this committee in behalf of S. 1148, which 
I introduced on behalf of several colleagues and myself in order to 
get the recommendations of the Hoover Commission as they relate 
to the Post Office Department before the Congress and this commit- 
tee for action. 

In its study of the Post Office Department, and I might say, Mr. 
Chairman, there was a most intensive study of any department made 
by the Commission conducted by Robert Heller and Associates of 
Cleveland, but in its study the Commission found, just as it found in 
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the case of other departments, that there was a basis for improvement 
in the operations of this huge ageney, which constitutes one of the 
world’s largest businesses. 

Since the first full year of its operations in 1790, the Post Office 
Department has grown tremendously in size and in the scope of its 
activitiés. 

It is understandable that major problems should have arisen in 
connection with the structural and operational functioning of the 
Department, and it is understandable that the need for examination 
of these problems is a recurring need. 

In its recommendations the Commission seeks to deal with some 
fundamental problems in such a way as to promote efficiency in the 
Department, make the Department nonpolitical in its operations 
insofar as possible, and reduce the cost to the taxpayer. 

One of the primary concerns of the Commission and this bill is 
to take the Post Oilice Department out of politics. It is recom- 
mended that the Postmaster Generalship should not be used as a 
reward for partisan political activity. The practice adhered to in 
the early thirties and forties of naming the chairman of a national 
political committee Postmaster General should be barred. I am 
happy to say that Mr. Donaldson represented the first promotion 
of a career man in the Post Office Department to the Office of Post- 
master General for some time. I also say that. I think he is doing 
everything he can to make the Post Office Department highly efficient. 

Not only was the Commission concerned with taking the Post Office 
out of politics at the top but all along the line. The aim is to put 
the Department on a merit basis with selection of all Federal person- 
nel subject to merit standards set by the post office and approved by the 
Civil Service Commission. 

I will say that in the selection of postmasters in more recent years 
the procedure whereby candidates are limited to a list approved 
by the Civil Service Commission, based upon merit examinations, 
has improved the situation some. As is well known, however, the 
choice from the list usually results in appointments from the polit- 
ical party in power. 

Of the half-million employees in the Department in 1949, over 
22,000 of the key officials were political appointees. 

Another aim of S. 1148 is to decentralize the postal service into 
15 regions under regional directors of posts and district superin- 
tendents. The line of authority would run from the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, through the director of posts to the regional directors and then 
to the district superintendents. 

The whole objective in these recommendations for structural changes 
in the Department is to promote efficiency of operations and to pro- 
vide a career service based upon merit selection with the widest pos- 
sible opportunity for promotion. 

Another feature of S. 1148 is that it would give the Postmaster 
General authority to fix fees that shall be char ved for special services, 
such ‘as special delivery, post cards, money fees. collect-on-delivery 
service, and insurance rates. The purpose here is to make these serv- 
ices self-supporting. 

The Commission did not make recommendations as to the rates 
that should be charged for first-, second-, third-, and fourth-class mail 
because it felt that final determination of these rates should be made 
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by the Congress. The bill recently reported by this committee, S. 
1046, dealing with rates for all four classes of mail, is clearly a policy 
matter that Congress should decide upon. 

A further permeating objective of S. 1148. is to put the operation 
of the Department, insofar as possible, more on a basis comparable 
with principles and procedures followed by commercial enterprises. 

The Commission felt that it would be desirable to overhaul the 
budget, accounting, and audit procedures of the Post Office Depart- 
ment, as was done by the Congress last year, and to get away from 
subsidies as much as possible. I think the committee has done very 
commendable work along that line so far. At least the Commission 
felt that if subsidies are to be paid on any particular class of mail 
they should be out in the open where the public can see what they 
are, and who is getting the benefits of them. 

I merely mention this, realizing of course that subsidies as such 
in this field are primarily the responsibility of another committee. 

I have discussed only the high lights of S. 1148 this morning. My 
confidence in this committee is such that I shall leave the working 
out of the details, and the further consideration of this bill, to your 
good judgment. 

Senator Unperwoop. Senator, just how would this work on the 
appointment of postmasters’ I think we are fairly well familiar 
with how they are named now although it is sometimes very baffling 
and puzzling to find out how some of the appointments are made. 

Senator Arken. This would put the appointment of a postmaster 
on the same basis as the appointment of other officials and employees 
of the Government. Whereas now the President makes the appoint- 
ment and the Senate confirms the appointment, this bill a elimi- 
nate that. The Postmaster General would select the postmasters. As 
one Member of Congress, I would be glad to get away from the respon- 
sibility which falls upon us now and we all know Members of Con- 
gress who have got into trouble in having to name postmasters. 

Senator Unperwoop, I think there is more trouble than advantage 
to it. But it is true now, is it not, and 1am wondering—you have a 
civil service examination. You pick a list of three and then the 
Congressmen is usually asked for a recommendation from those three. 

Senator Arken. That is true. 

Senator Unperwoop. Would you still have an eligibility list? 

Senator Arken. I think undoubtedly the eligibles would be listed 
but the Postmaster General rather than a Member of Congress should 
make the selection from it. It would be taken out of politics to that, 
extent. We all know the pressures that are put on a Member of Con- 
gress if the eligibility list does not suit the party in power. In one 
town in Vermont, I think there were two examinations and each time 
the three top-ranking applicants were not members of the party in 
power. So they called for a third examination until one of the men 
finally changed his religion, politi rally speaking, so that he could 
be appointed to the job. That just is not good business. 

Senator Unperwoop. No, 

Senator Arken. I think he is making a good postmaster all right. 

Senator Unperwoop. I am wondering whether you require the 
Postmaster General, when selecting from an eligibility list, to pick 
the top man or whether he takes his choice from those certified by the 
Civil Service Commission ? 
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Senator Arxen. I think that would have to be worked out. 

Senator Unperwoop. That is not specified. 

Senator Arken. That is not specified in the bill, whether he should 
take the top man or not. 

Mr. McCormick. It would be in accordance with the regular Civil 
Service Commission rule of three. 

Mr. Kuiern. May I interject? 

My understanding is that the bill provides that the postmasters 
will be under civil service and they will be appointed in the same man- 
ner as other employees who are appointed through civil service exam- 
inations. 

Senator Arken. I anticipate there would be more promotions to 
the position of postmaster from within the service itself. 

Mr. Kern. Unless they want to promote an employee from within 
the service just as they do now when they want to promote an employee 
in any department of the Government. 

Senator A1rxen. That is done in some cases now. An assistant post- 
master is promoted or one of the employees of the post office is ap- 
pointed. I think that is done now more that it used to be. However, 
under the procedure as it is now, they can go completely outside the 
ranks of the service, hold examinations and get someone completely 
outside. 

Senator Unperwoop. You mean under this bill you could not? You 
would have to get the applicant from within the service ? 

Mr. Kuern. No; under this bill, appointment of postmasters of the 
first, second, and third-class will be made in the same manner as ap- 
pointments to all Civil Service positions, in any department, which 
means that the Post Office Department will say to the Civil Service 
Commission: we have a vacancy for postmaster at such and such 
a place. We want you to hold an examination. The Civil Service 
Commission would hold an examination, establish a register, send over 
the three top names to the postmaster, the Postmaster General, and 
the Postmaster General will select one of these top three to be named 
postmaster. 

Senator Unperwoop, Excuse me just a minute. He does not have 
to pick the top one? He can pick any one of the three? The present 
civil service law, under this bill, will apply to the appointment of 
postmasters the same as the appointment of a clerk in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Senator Arken. At present, as I understand it, the postmaster can 
be appointed by one or two methods: Either an examination can be 

held and he can be selected from the top three—— 

Mr. Krier. He can be appointed through that method, selection 
from the top three through examination, or he can appoint somebody 
from within the service. 

Senator ArxeNn. That is what I wanted to say. 

Mr. Kiern. He will be able to do it from within under this. 

Senator A1kEN. He can be promoted from within the service as long 
as he is already qualified without a new examination being given. 

Mr. Kiery. Under present law, he has to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent and confirmed by the Senate, even by promotion. 

Senator Arken. That’s right. 

Mr. Bruce. It still requires an examination. 
Senator Arken. And be confirmed by the Senate. 
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Mr. Kier. He has to take a noncompetitive examination, civil- 
service examination, simply to establish his qualifications. 

Mr. Bruce. It still requires the examination; that is the point L 
wanted to clear up. 

Senator ArKEN. It is a noncompetitive examination at this time. 

Mr. Latimer. The question I am about to ask may clarify the whole 
matter. As I understand it, Senator Aiken, your bill and the com- 
panion bill of Senator Frear’s, 5. 1160, makes no change in the present 
law with reference to appointment of postmasters except that no longer 
will the President nominate and the Senate confirm; the Postmaster 
General will be final, just as it is presently the case with fourth-class 
postmasters and rural carriers. ‘That is the difference. 

Senator Aiken. That is correct, I believe, except that the Postmaster 
General makes the appointment instead of the President. 

Mr. Latimer. The Pieaiiant nominates; the Senate confirms under 
the present law. 

Senator A1ken. That is correct. 

Mr. Latimer. Therefore, this bill would take away from the Presi- 
dent any power of nomination or from the Senate any power of con- 
firmation ; otherwise the law is not changed at all. Is that not correct ¢ 

Senator Arken. That is right. At the present time, I think the 
duty develves upon the President and it is more or less of a nuisance 
power or duty and as a Member of the Senate, 1 would say that we 
do not know a good deal of the time even who the people appointed 
are. All we can do is object to their appointment. 

I have had a recent case where I had about 75 letters and telegrams 
objecting to the appointment of a certain postmaster because he had 
only been resident of the State 4 years. I could not see what ground 
that was for disqualifying him myself although it was very plain 
that the people of the community desired another person as postmaster. 
Yet they presented no reason why the one that had been nominated 
would not be qualified for the job. 

We also know cases where appointment of a postmaster has proved 
to be a great embarrassment to certain Members of Congress. ‘The 
Members of the House traditionally have had the naming of the post- 
masters in their district. I well recall a few years ago when there 
was a vacancy in the post office in Montgomery, Ala. I believe there 
were 12 candidates for the job there—very vigorous candidates. The 
Member of Congress was not returned the next year. Some people 
think that the 11 that did not get the job may not have voted for him. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, on that point, this is my thir- 
teenth year in the Congress of the United States. I have never had 
difficulty in reference to confirming appointments of postmasters be- 
cause I have served in the minority. But I would be very happy to 
secure legislation of this type. But as I get the discussion around 
the table this morning, the appointment still might go back to the 
chairman of the party organization in the State and the local organi- 
zations, even if we approved this bill. 

Senator Arken. That is true; but only to the extent that it would 
go to employees of the Department of Commerce, the Department of 
Agriculture, and others. We cannot keep politics from entering into 
appointments for office—not completely. 

Senator Unperwoop. This would put the employees of the Post 
Office Department in the same category as those of other agencies of 
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Government and not make it patently political as they have for 150 
years. 

Senator Cartson. I am willing to go along on that basis. 

Senator Arken. Mr. McCormick has called my attention to that 
section of S. 1148 which would make it illegal for employees of the 
Post Office Department to engage in politics; that would include 
postmasters. As a matter of fact, I do not think they could engage 
in politics today to the extent that they did even a few years ago. 

Senator Unperwoop. Most of them. But I happen to have acted 
both as State party chairman in my State—I was the Democratic 
State chairman there for quite some years and was a Member of Con- 
gress for two and a quarter; frankly, I feel that I was in a much 
better position as a Member of Congress to advise as to who should 
be named to a post office in the district I represented than I was as 
party chairman to make a recommendation from another district in 
the State. I mean, if you are going to leave it up to the party organi- 
zation, I think that the post office service and the country would be a 
whole lot better off to leave it like it is than it would be.to have 
your State party chairman act instead of the Congressman, and I say 
this with no prejudice, having been State chairman and rather active. 

Senator A1rken. I would disagree with you there, Mr. Chairman, 
but I would point out the case of Senator Carlson’s State and my 
own State, that the Congressman has nothing to say about appointing 
a postmaster. The State chairman really has that patronage, as it 
is called. 

Senator Unperwoop. I see what you mean there. 

Senator Arken. While I know of no case where my State Demo- 
cratic chairman has recommended anybody completely disqualified for 
the office, yet as I have pointed out a case where the three top-ranking 
applicants were members of the other party, they simply called for 
new examinations until they got one. 

Senator Unperwoop. This is getting away from the point, but I 
would like to have this for my information since we have followed 
an informal procedure. I might ask about that now because it per- 
tains so strictly to this appointment. Have you any civil-service 
regulations or anything as to the qualifications of the applicant which 
you base his classification on, such as the highest position he has held 
in the civil service? 

What I mean is, I have in mind a man who has been lieutenant 
colonel in the Army and is assistant United States district attorney, 
and because he was making less as a district attorney, he was down- 
graded from qualifying for an $8,000 job and someone who did not 
compare with him in qualifications was given a higher civil-service 
grade than he was because the experience he had had as a judge and 
as attorney outside the civil service and the lieutenant colonel in the 
United States Army—and I think at one time he was a full colonel— 
was disregarded. 

How would your rules operate in such a case in the selection of a 
postmaster ? 

Mr. Kier. May I make this comment, that what you are referring 
to is the standard which the Commission applies in deciding whether 
an applicant meets the qualifications for postmaster and what rating 
he should get. for these qualifications. 
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Now, the ratings and the standards differ depending upon the size 
of the post office. For instance, if you have a small, fourth-class post 
office which is operated in a grocery store, the postmaster there does 
not have any large supervisory responsibility. Therefore, an appli- 

‘ant for fourth-class postmaster need have no supervisory or admin- 
istrative experience to run that office. 

On the other hand, if you have a vacancy, say, in Washington, 
D. C., where the postmaster is in charge of a large offic e, with numerous 
personnel, and he has a substantial - supervisory and administrative 
responsibility, in that sort of a situation in the examination the Com- 
mission will require applicants to have had supervisory and admin- 
istrative experience which prepare them to take over the job of 
postmaster. 

Senator UNprrwoop. Should we write those qualifications into the 
law as to what you should consider and what you should not, or 
leave it entirely to the discretion of the Civil Service Commission to 
draft the rules? 

Mr. Kuen. Well, that isa matter of congressional policy. 

Senator UNperwoop. I am just asking your advice on it. What do 
you think the law itself ought to say ‘ Tam just assuming that judg- 
ing you would have perfect F confidence in yourself as long as you are in 
there—but suppose you were out of the Civil Service Commission and 
somebody else was doing it: To what extent do you think that there 
ought to be a clear definition into the law as to what the qualifications 
of the postmasters ought to be under this? 

Mr. Kixix. My own opinion is that there should be no provision 
in the law as to qualifications because, as I said a moment ago, the 
qualifications will differ depending on the job that a man is applying 
for and we have experience in the situation where chemists are needed 
or engineers are needed of various grades. 

Senator Unperwoop, That is entirely different. because a chemist or 
un engineer does not deal with the public. 

Mr. Kier. What you are afraid of, Senator, is that a person who 
might be qualified would not be qualified by the Commission. You 
refer toa judge or colonel in the Army. 

Senator Unperwoop. Absolutely; dr you take the kind of fellow you 
would want for postmaster. Personally, if I was left to pick one, I 
would probably pick a newspaperman, but that would be prejudice 
on my part. But you would probably have someone who has run a 
retail store or been president of the board of commerce. That is the 
type of man, it seems to me, that you want one who has qualifications 
both for dealing with the public and for handling business matters 
and some familiarity, of course, as to his fiscal responsibility. But 
under this you might qualify someone who was thoroughly qualified 
from every standpoint of taking examinations’and who would be a 
person of the very finest and highest character who just could not get 
along with the public at all, and he would be in there for life. 

Mr. Kier. May I say, Senator, that especially in the second- and 
first-class offices with are the larger offices, the Commission before it 
establishes a register makes an investigation, a personal investigation 
in which all of the prominent citizens of the community are “inter- 
viewed as to their opinion of each applicant for the job and whether 
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he would be able to meet the public and whether he would be able to 
perform the duties. That is done now under present law. 

Senator Unperwoop. I know it is done. I know exactly what your 
responses are because I have gotten so many petitions. Sometimes you 
will have 20 applicants and you get three or four sets of petitions 
endorsing different ones with the same names all signed to it. I mean 
most people in a small town like that are right courteous in what they 
say. 

Senator Arken. This bill does not contemplate any change in the 
method of qualifying postmasters from that which is employed today. 

Senator Unprerwoop. It proposes that the Postmaster General se- 
lect the postmaster from the civil-service list rather than on the ad- 
vice of the Congressman as is now done. 

Senator Arken. This does not prohibit an applicant for the office 
of postmaster from giving his Member of Congress as reference. That 
is in lines 17 to 20, page 4, which reads: 

This section shall not be construed to prohibit any holder of political office 
in the United States from furnishing recommendations relative to the character, 
ability, and general fitness of an applicant for Federal employment. 

Now, we have applicants for employment in other branches of the 
Government today who frequently give us as reference, particularly 
if they are people that we have known for a long time, and I am sure 
it is not intended that we should change the method of qualifying 
them from what it is now. We simply relieve the President from the 
duty of nominating them and the Senate from the duty of confirming 
them. 

I do not know of any way in which the Postmaster General would 
be barred from asking a Member of Congress of a district, particularly 
if he was a good man, because sometimes they ask us about applicants 
for certain Federal jobs. 1 am not referring to the Postmaster Gen- 
eral; but when they need someone for a particular job, they like to 
know what our opinion is, particularly if 1t is someone we know. 

Senator Unperwoop. I was just trying to find out what the real 
effect of the act would be. 

Mr. Kuern. So far as the real effect of the bill, it would mean, as 
I said a while ago, that postmasters appointed under the civil-service 
system, the same as other employees are appointed—there would be 
eliminated the present procedure under which the Postmaster Gen- 
eral makes his recommendation to the President and the President 
nominates, the Senate confirms. That would be eliminated. In other 
words, it would be a civil-service procedure the same as the procedure 
for filling of a job of senior chemist in the Department of Agriculture 
or something like that. The Department would get the three top 
names and the Postmaster General would make the selection. 

May I say you have mentioned the case of a colonel in the Army 
or the judge who did not qualify. I am not familiar with the par- 
ticular examination, but normally under the standards applied by the 
Commission, a colonel in the Army who can show that while a colonel 
in the Army he had administrative and supervisory experience, which 
undoubtedly he had, would be qualified. 

Similarly, the judge, for instance, of a Federal district court with 
supervision over the clerks in his office, the guidance of the trial 
before a jury or trial before himself without a jury, all that would 
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be considered good experience depending on the size of the office. He 
may not be qualified for postmaster at New York City because of 
experience on the bench, depending on what that experience has been, 
but I do not think you can say that the judge or the colonel in the 
Army would not qualify under this bill or would not qualify under 
civil service. They would. 

Senator Arken. I think this bill, Mr. Chairman, might eliminate a 
condition such as that which prevailed to a mild extent in 1948 when 
the Senate was of one political faith and the President of another. 

This would eliminate any situation where the President’s several 
hundred appointments of postmasters might be held up by the Senate. 
As I recall, we carried over a lot in 1948 until the next year or until 
after the November election, anyway. 

Senator Unperwoop. There might be a temptation to hold up con- 
firmation of a Postmaster General. 

Senator Arken. I think there is always a little slower action on 
confirmation just before election; certainly there was in 1948. 

Mr. Larouer. So as to keep the record clear, this bill does not affect 
the method of appointing a Postmaster General. It is limited 
strictly to postmasters; so for your observation I thought I would 
give that to you. 

Senator Pastore. He did not mean that at all. 

Senator Unperwoop. I mean this, If you want to meddle in the 
appointment of postmasters, all you have to do is sit back there and 
not confirm the postmaster—the Postmaster General. They do not 
have to wait for individual postmasters’ names to come up here. 

Mr. Latimer. I see your point. 

Senator Pastore. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Cartson. I think, Mr. Chairman, it is generally agreed that 
we all desire to get the post-office service as far as possible on a busi- 
nesslike basis and as far away from politics as possible. Yet, I am one 
Member of Congress who appreciates there is more or less of it. I 
think we have been making strides in that direction and if this is 
legislation that can be used in doing that, I would be rather favorable 
to it—not all details, because I am not familiar with it, but on general 
principles I would. 

Senator Arken. I think that during the last 2 years, or perhaps 
even more, that both the Postmaster General and the Congress have 
been making a very sincere effort to improve the efficiency of the De- 
partment and I think they have succeeded as well as they can in view 
of the tremendous volume, increased volume of work which has been 
thrown upon them. 

Senator Unprerwoop. Is Mr. Wilson here for Senator Frear ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. My name is Lacey C. Wilson, legislative 
assistant for Senator Frear. Senator Frear introduced identical legis- 
lation before the last Congress. He planned to be here personally 
but his schedule did not permit him to be here, but I am privileged 
to make his statement and ask that it be included in the record. 

Senator UNpEerwoop. We will be very glad to have it. 

Mr. Latimer (reading) : 


I am happy to appear here this morning to urge your support of S. 1160 now 
pending before this subcommittee. 
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This bill is identical with the measure that I offered during the past session 
of Congress. At the time I was privileged to be a member of this committee. 

As you know, the purpose of 8. 1160 is to place the appointment of postmasters 
at first-, second-, and third-class offices under the Postmaster General in accord- 
ance with civil-service regulations. The effect of the bill would be to remove 
Presidential nomination and Senate confirmation of such appointees. There 
are many reasons for having the legislation made law. However, in lieu of a 
lengthy presentation, may I merely point out that this bill has the support of 
President Truman and Postmaster General Donaldson. In addition, it is an 
important recommendation of the Hoover Commission. 

It has been said of this bill that it would take the appointment of postmasters 
out of politics. The elimination of Senate confirmation will relieve our body 
from responsibility in this matter. But it seems to me that since the President 
has seen fit to forego his privilege of nomination, the Senate should concur in 
withdrawing itself from confirmation. 

I believe that enactment of this bill will encourage postal-career men to strive 
for appointments as postmasters. At the present time, we all know that post- 
masters are for the most part chosen independently of the postal service. We 
have a splendid example of a postal-career man at the present time in General 
Donaldson, and I have long applauded President Truman’s choice in nominating 
him. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the committee has a very busy schedule and I will not 
delay them further. I hope, however, that in the consideration of this legisla- 
tion you will give careful and considered attention to this important recom- 
mendation. I shall be glad to personally lend any further encouragement to its 
passage that I can. 

Senator Pastore. What happened to it last year? 

Mr. Latimer. 8. 2913, Senator Frear’s bill on this subject, was 
favorably reported by the subcommittee. It went to the full com- 
mittee. There was considerable discussion of it and it was rejected 
by a vote of eight to four and therefore it was not reported to the 
Senate. The subcommittee voted to report the bill and the other 
members of the committee felt that it should not be reported. 

Senator Unprerwoop. The next witness is Mr. Robert L. L. McCor- 
mick, director of research, Citizens Committee for Hoover Report. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. L. McCORMICK, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR HOOVER REPORT 


Mr. McCormick. I have a short statement, sir. The Citizens Com- 
mittee recommends that Congress enact the law to insure total eradica- 
tion of politics from the postal service. We will never have a strong 
post office until we get rid of politics. 

Now, I would like to cite the two recent examples: In Boston, 
employees of the Post Office Department are under indictment for 
reportedly padding the payroll with political driftwood. Two thou- 
sand miles away, in Mississippi, others, including postal employees, 
are under indictment for alleged sales of appointments to postmaster- 
ships and to rural mail carrier routes. In the Mississippi case, dis- 
abled veterans stated they had to pay as much as $1,000 in order to 
obtain Federal appointments for which they were otherwise qualified. 

I do not mean to cite those two instances as a criticism of the pres- 
ent administration, Mr. Chairman, because during the Hoover ad- 
ministration almost exactly the same sort of thing occurred in Mis- 
sissippi. As a matter of fact, some of his associates, at that time tell 
me that the circumstances: were so similar the only difference is the 
names. 

Senator Pastore. You do not mean to imply that all this stalling 
is the result of the system ? 








RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE HOOVER COMMISSION 81 


Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. And that if we put these postmasters under civil 
service that we are not going to have crime any more in any phase 
of Government ¢ 

Mr. McCormick. It would be virtually impossible in this field, sir. 

Senator Pastore, I think you are talking more about morality of 
people than you are about a system. This idea that when you appoint 
a man toa public responsibility he has to turn out to be a crook, I 
do not go along with that at all. Iam for putting postmasters under 
civil service, but to say that all this is a product of the present system 
that we have, I do not go along with that at all. 

Mr. McCormick. I believe that certainly, in our opinion, these two 
cases that I have cited and on which the Expenditures Committee has 
held hearings, would not be possible under S. 1148 if enacted. It 
would be impossible, as I see it, to sell a postmastership. Perhaps 
I am wrong. 

We believe that the present system in the case of postmasterships 

can encourage corruption whereas if you made it more airtight, the 
system w ould not. 

Now, in order to make the prohibition against politics airtight, we 
believe that the Congress should, in addition to removing senatorial 
confirmation, put more teeth into the law, put a definite interdiction 
against political coercion. We have wording in S. 1148, at the bottom 
of page 2, which says that no person in the public service has any 
right to use his official authority or influence to coerce the political 
action of the Post Office Department. No political test or qualification 
should be permitted or given consideration and no basis other than 
merit dina be used in the selection, demotion, promotion, assign- 
ment, transfer, furlough, lay-off, discipline, or reinstatement of em- 
ployees in the postal service 

We have taken that language from the Tennessee Valley Act where 
it has worked extremely well. I do not believe that there have ever 
been any allegations of political misuse under that act ever. 

We believe that if S. 1148 is enacted as written, 22,000 postal jobs 
will be placed above politics. We believe that it will cause a new esprit 
de corps to sweep the Post Office Department. We believe that eventu- 
ally the citizens of our Nation will have better service in every way on 
every postal route. 

Now we have also, Mr. Chairman, placed in the bill a statutory 
prohibition against service by the Postmaster General as an official 
of any politic: al party. We, of course, are delighted that Mr. Truman 
has broken that long-established precedent. ‘We feel that as a pro- 
tection in case of change i in administration you might want to write 
that provision into the law. 

Senator Unperwoop. That is true, in a way. On the other hand, I 
know a lot of people that think Jim Farley was the best Postmaster 
General the country ever had and it is mighty hard to be sure just 
how to go about this. 

Mr. McCormick. That is right. 

Senator Unperwoop. If it provides that he should not hold a politi- 
cal office at the time he is Postmaster General, that is a different 
proposition, 
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Mr. McCormick. Well, sir, that is our intention. I believe that it 
does that. I will have to recheck the wording to make sure. Of course, 
Mr. Walker and Mr. Farley did magnificent jobs in the post office. 

Senator Unperwoop. I am not saying that myself with any prej- 
udice because I am not expressing that as my opinion. I do think 
he was one of the best that they ever had. He certainly developed 
the sales end. He brought in the revenue by selling more stamps 
instead of raising rates or asking for appropriations. 

Mr. McCormick. We also believe, Mr. Chairman, and have provided 
in 1148 for decentralization of the post office in the regions along 
lines which have been proven successful in the case of both large, 
Nation-wide businesses and also most other Government departments. 

Now, I know that your committee has before it the question or has 
had before it the question of prescribing fees to be charged for regis- 
tered mail, c. o. d., penny post cards, : a ahecs. 

We believe that those matters are not matters of national policy 
as opposed, for example, to the shipment by mail of newspapers and 
magazines and various other services which are matters of public 
policy and we believe that the Postmaster General should have the 
authority to set the rates for those minor classes of service and be 
required to set them on a self-supporting basis. 

1 am pleased also to report that substantial progress has been made 
on proposals to separate the air-mail subsidies. The bill was passed 
by the House last year and this year in the Senate which held it up 
last year the committee has reported out a bill, S. 436, which will do 
much of what the Hoover Commission recommended on that large 
field. 

Senator Unprerwoop. I would like to ask a question here if I may, 
just for information. I was on the Committee on Interstate and For- 

eign Commerce in the House when it reported that bill last year. One 

of the things that was brought up in that connection was that the 
Hoover Commission, or I think maybe your committee, after the 
Hoover Commission had recommended a new system of bookkee ing 
or cost accounting system for the post office—are you recommending 
anything of that ‘kind ¢ 

Mr. McCormick. No, sir. We feel that the Post Office Financial 
Control Act that was passed last summer pretty well takes care of all 
the recommendations of the Hoover Commission for budgeting and 
accounting in the post office. It will take some years to install this 
new system but it should make it posssible to manage the Department 
much more tightly and have a better cost system and more information 
on which offices are efficient and which are inefficient, and so on. We 
think that can be taken care of, sir. 

Mr. Latimer. Might I put in a point, Mr. Chairman, that the matter 
to which you refer was considered by S, 2212, Senator Frear’s bill of 
the last session ; a similar bill was in the House and after considerable 
negotiations between the Postmaster General and the Comptroller 
General, all of the differences were reconciled and a new financial 
control bill as it affects the Post Office Department was enacted and 
is now working in the postal service. No doubt the Post Office De- 
partment, when Mr. Bruce gets to his part of the hearing, will make 
some reference to that because the Postmaster General in his report on 
these pending bills refers to that very thing that Mr. McCormick 
referred to. 
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Senator Pasrore. Would the selection of these applicants be confined 
to any community or any State or would it be Nation-wide? How 
does aman qualify? Let’s say he wants to be postmaster in a little town 
in my State. How does he go about it ? 

Mr. McCormick. This bill, as we understand it, sir, would not 
change the residence requirements in any way. The Hoover Commis- 
sion considered that matter and the advantages of a residence require- 
ment because, after all, it is everybody’s business in the community 
and they would not recommend doing away with the residence require- 
ments as now in the law, as I understand it. 

Mr. Latimer. May I interpose there as counsel of the committee? 
I made a study of that point and in my analysis to the subcommittee 
I take a different view. In my opinion this bill would repeal the resi- 
dence requirement of postmasters and Mr. Klein is here to say 

Mr. Kier. I would like to affirm that. Under S. 1148 the resi- 
dence requirement would not be in existence and the residence require- 
ment would have to be fixed by the Civil Service Commission in the 
examination and probably would; but the bill itself eliminates the 
present residence requirement. 

Mr. McCormick. Vou believe S. 1148 would. You know more about 


these legal matters than Ido. I have apparently given the committee 
misinformation here. I know that the Hoover Commission considered 
the matter, Senator, and decided that they would make no recommen- 
dation for abolishing the residence requirement. 

Senator Pastore. That is playing a little politics right there, isn’t it? 

Mr. McCormick. That may be. 

Senator Pasrore. Everybody condemns playing politics, but we all 


do it. 

Senator Cartson. We could offer an amendment to this bill which 
would, of course, require residence. 

Mr. Kurt. S. 1160 does retain residence requirement. If S. 1160 
were enacted, the residence requirement would remain. What S. 1148 
does is repeal the particular section of the present law in which the 
residence requirement is located. S. 1160 retains that so that the 
residence requirement would continue. 

Senator Cartson. What are others we might be repealing if that 
section were adopted, or just residence? 

Mr. Kuxry. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. Would you elaborate on that a little further, sir? 
Does that mean that anyone in any part of the country can apply for 
a postmastership in Rhode Island? And how would these examina- 
tions be given? 

Mr. Kuern. Under the bill 

Senator Pastrorn. If this bill were enacted. 

Mr. Kuer. If S. 1148 were enacted into law, the Commission would 
probably apply the same principle that it applies now in all local jobs; 
for instance, post-office clerks and carriers now by regulation of the 
Commission are appointable only from the locality. Fourth-class post- 
masters by Commission regulation are appointed only from the locality. 
No doubt postmaster positions being in the Federal service, the Com- 
mission would apply a local residence requirement but whether it would 
be for 1 year or for 6 months or for 2 years would be a question of 
Commission regulation. 
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As I say, residence requirement is not in the picture in S. 1148. It 
is in S. 1160 which is a 1-year local residential requirement. 

Senator Pasrorr. In the event you do not get applicants for a little 
township where they have a post office and no one applies under civil- 
service rules, then suppose you do not have a register because people 
are not interested to take this examination? Who appoints them? 

Mr. Latrmer. Senator Pastore is referring to exactly what occurred 
at Mount Vernon. Where there is no capable person, the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission has authority to—— 

Mr. Kuer. In that sort of situation, and those situations do arise 
occasionally, what happens is that you enlarge the area of competition. 
An illustration might be where there is a Veterans’ Administration 
facility and all of the people there are employees of the Veterans’ 
Administration and there are no available people in that locality to 
apply for postmaster. In that sort of a situation the Commission has 
enlarged the area of competition and provided that persons in the 
next town might compete, so that by iderging the area, the position 
can be filled in that way. Does that answer your question ? 

Senator Pastore. I want to just draw that out a little more broadly. 
Now, could they enlarge it, say, to the next State? 

Mr. Kiern. Well, theoretically and academically, yes; but those 
situations are simply not—they have not arisen and those things have 
not happened. 

Senator UNperwoop. They have them all the time where they don’t 
have enough applicants because I know I spent all kinds of time to 
find people to serve in these small places as postmaster. We drove 
around to the country stores and different places trying to get some- 
body to take the post office—very small pay. 

Mr. Kuern. That is true. 

Senator Unperwoop. Sometimes you have a grocery store where 
they sell beer and that disqualifies them on that ground. 

Mr. Kurrn. Under the present procedure in filling those smaller 
offices, if the office is so small that there is no competition for the job, 
the Civil Service Commission does not hold an examination but the 
post-office inspector of that area simply finds somebody to take the 
job. That is also done by regulation and by Executive order provid- 
ing for the filling of vacancies of very small offices where there is no 
competition. The post-office inspector finds somébody. 

Senator Carson. I appreciate very much Mr. MeCormick’s state- 
ment, and again I say that I think it is commendable that we are 
trying to move toward a program and policy in the Department and 
in the Post Office Department that would eliminate politics as far as 
possible. 

Senator UNpERwoop. I am not out of sympathy with that objective 
whatever because I think that ought to be done insofar as possible. 
Personally, I do not think the introduction of efficiency and the elimi- 
nation of politics necessarily go hand-in-hand. I have known a lot 
of very capable executives in my life but practically every one of them 
knew what his political beliefs were anit may have at times partici- 
pated in active public affairs of his Nation. But T am just trying 
to examine this critically and put it to just as severe a criticism as 
we can because we know these questions will come up before the com- 
mittee and on the floor and elsewhere and I think it is better to try 
to get this as nearly perfected as we possibly can. 
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Senator Pastore. I am for this bill. I am for the best kind of ef- 
ficiency that you can achieve and I am for eliminating the politics 
wherever you can. What I resent sometimes is the general impres- 
sion that gets about, that any time anyone gets a political appointment, 
ipso facto that makes him some kind of a shady character. I know 
that we have certain defections here and there and I do not commend 
any one of these instances that you have referred to. It certainly 
does not have my support or approval but I don’t think it happened 
only because of that. I think myself there has been a breakdown in 
our moral fiber and it is reaching out in every branch of our living 
for some reason or other. And I still say that if people keep going 
that way, Civil Service Commission or no Civil Service Commission, 
you are going to have instances like not selling part of it but a little 
politics on which one of the three gets the appointment. You can bet 
your life on that. 

Mr. Latimer. Mr. Chairman, before we leave this, for the informa- 
tion of the committee, the five points that Mr. McCormick empha- 
sized in S. 1148, the fifth point I think he made it clear is net before 
this committee but is before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. It has reference to air-mail subsidies. 

The fourth point, I think, ought to be clarified. That is section 5 
of S. 1148, having to do with delegating to the Postmaster General 
the authority to fix special fees. That identical matter was in H. R. 
2945, the postal rate bill of the last Congress. It was passed by the 
House, was pending before this committee on the adjournment of the 
Eighty-first Congress. It also is in both S. 1046 and H. R. 2982, the 
pending postal rate bills. The House committee reported favorably 
on that tothe House. This full committee—not this subcommittee but 
the full committee—carefully considered what is section 5 of S. 1148 
and which is section 11 of 8. 1046 and by unanimous vote rejected that. 

I thought the record ought to show that this committee has recently 
passed upon that question. 

I am saying that, Mr. Chairman, for this reason: there is a tre- 
mendous volume of correspondence that comes to this committee. It 
is my responsibility, if it affects the Post Office Department, to pre- 
pare replies for the chairman’s signature. The statement is frequently 
made that this committee takes no action on these matters. I want 
it clearly understood that the committee has carefully considered 
this question and other subjects as I have stated. It is for that purpose 
as much as anything else that the committee staff under the direction 
of the chairman prepared the document to which I have referred and 
when we get a letter stating the committee has given no considera- 
tion to these matters, and they come in frequently, our practice is to 
send them this document. I do not recall a single reply coming back 
further arguing that the committee has not considered all of the ree- 
ommendations of the Hoover Commission as it affects the Post Office 
Department. 

May I conclude my statement by asking Mr. McCormick, since he 
hasn’t put it in his testimony, do you see any direct financial saving 
through the enactment of the section affecting the appointment of 
postmasters or any further financial saving in the enactment of S. 
1148? 
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Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. As far as the savings and deficit reduc- 
tion are concerned, this breakdown goes aint two classes, The Hoover 
Commission estimated that managerial reforms, and I would like to 
emphasize that we think that the two fundamentals in managerial 
reforms are a merit system and a good accounting system, would 
reduce the present deficit by approximately $150 million. That is 
based on the task force report. 

We also estimated that approximately $110 million or $120 million 
of additional revenues would be picked up through placing the mis- 
cellaneous services and the penny post cards on a self-supporting 
basis. That figures out to our estimate of $260 million to $270 mil- 
lion of financial savings and deficit reduction; but certainly you can- 
not legislate financial savings. That isa longterm hard-work process 
that is going to take a good many years for the Post Office to achieve 
with its new accounting system, and we hope with its new personnel 
system plus other authorities that have been set in various laws, pro- 
vision for research and provision for changing rates or various other 
matters, and the appropriation committee’s approval of the improve- 
ment of the rolling stock in the Post Office, and so forth, will over a 
period of years produce very large savings. 

We think in 8. 1148 the provision relating to managerial savings 
is, of course, related to the provision for decentralization. We think 
that could include rather fares savings because it would bring the 


management of the Post Office closer to the spot where the work is 
done which has proved successful in private enterprise, such as Wool- 
worth’s, Sears Roebuck, and so on. 

Mr. Larimer. You are aw * that there would be no savings in 


decentralization but would cost $5 million a year? 

Mr. McCormick. I would be glad to submit to the committee a 
lengthy study on the question. We think he is just plain wrong about 
that. He has not had the experience in private business that the 
Hoover Commission people have had or in other phases of gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Later. Also that S. 1046 and H. R. 2982 both carry the 
increase in post cards to which you refer. You are aware of that? 

Mr. McCormick. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. Even that is not on a self-sufficient basis. I under- 
stand it costs 2.8 cents. 

Mr. Latimer. Did your commission recommend that it be a full-cost 
post card ¢ 

Mr. McCormick. Yes. 

Mr. Larmer. It would have to be a 3-cent card then. 

Mr. McCormick. Two or two and a half with extra payment for 
bulk. It is a rather complex matter that the postal authorities are 
better able to answer than we are. 

Mr. Latimer. How much of your estimated $270 million would be 
post cards and how much by improved management ? 

Mr. McCormick. I believe I have the figures here. I think it is 
$50 million or $48 million for post cards and between $140 million and 
$150 million through improved management. 

Mr. Latrwrr. That is nearer $200 million than $270 million. 

Mr. McCormick. Special services would add another $50 million or 
$70 million. 
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I made a complete report to your committee on July 26, 1950, on 
that matter which I believe is in your records. 

Mr. La timer. Of course, you are aware that the action of the com- 
rag in reporting out the postal rate bill did not—or put it this 

way, did follow the Postmaster Gener al’s recommendations with refer- 
ence to the increasing special services. The only point where they did 
not follow the Postmaster General’s recommendation was in delegat- 
ing authority hereafter to fix the fees. So the increased revenue 
from special services or obtained from S. 1046, or through it. 

Mr. McCormick. That is my understanding, sir. 

Mr. Latimer. That is all the questions. 

Senator Unperwoop. Thank you, sir. 

Now, the next witness is Mr. Clarence M. Bruce, Post Office Depart- 
ment, accompanied by Mr. Wendell W. Campbell, Chief of Legislative 
Section, Solicitor’s Office. 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. BRUCE, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
ACCOMPANIED BY WENDELL W. CAMPBELL, SOLICITOR’S OFFICE, 
POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Bruce. Mr. Chairman, with respect to S. 1160, the Post Office 
Department is in favor of the enactment of that legislation which is 
in part repeated in S. 1148. With respect toS 1148, we have nothing 
to add to our statement of May 14, 1951, which submitted our re- 
port with respect to that legislation. 

Briefly, that relates to the four parts of S. 1148, the first part con- 

cerning the appointment of the Postmaster General on which we have 


no statement to make either w ay; the second, the decentralization of 
the function of the postal service, to which we are diametrically op- 
posed : we see no need for it and it would cost us money; third, with 
respect to postmasters, which is identical in principle to S. 1160, we 
are in favor of that; and fourth, the vesting in the Postmaster General 
the authority to fix fees for special services, we are in favor of that 
legislation with some modifications for administrative purposes. One 
of those modifications is that in relation to the fixing of fees for pos- 
tal cards, and that is a postage matter and not a special fee item. 

Senator Unperwoop. That has already been taken care of as far 
as it is going to be taken care of by the bill that the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee has reported favorably and which is on the 
calendar somewhere for consideration on the floor of its sections. 

Senator Cartson. I take it, Mr. Bruce, that in this bill as I under- 
stand it, the Department recommends favorably on S. 1160 and S. 
1148; as I gather it, you are opposed to this section that affects de- 
centralization of the Department. 

Mr. Bruce. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Cartson. I have only one question on that. How can you 
justify opposition to that section on decentralization when I would 
say all big, national business does decentralize and seems to be oper- 
ating very successfully. 

Mr. Bruce. I think that would bear quite a bit of analysis, Senator. 
Many large business firms are decentralized and you will find that 
they are decentralized to the point where they have branches and 
organization in different cities. So do we and have them in post 
offices. 
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Now, we are decentralized, I might say, to 42,000 different points. 
We have a postmaster in complete charge of that office within the 
framework set up by the Department based on law. Postal trans- 
portation is dec entralized to 15 regions where the su verintendent of 
that region is in direct charge of the movenient of all mails in that 
area. 

The Inspection Service which is the investigative part of the post 
office is decentralized to 15 regions again. Again he has sole authority 
for fixing the responsibility for investigation, directing investiga- 
tions in his area. All accounting under this Financial Procedure Act 
is decentralized to the 12 regions. 

We feel that we have gone as far as we can go from a planning 
standpoint with respect to decentralization; that any further de- 
centralization would be pyramiding of personnel and would cost us 
approximately $5,000,000 to set up this organization and would dupli- 
vate exactly what we are doing now with respect to functions being 
performed now and would cost us money without accomplishing any- 
thing. 

Senator Cartson. Of course, I have not stated your decentralization 
program, but just as you presented it to the committee, it occurred 
to me that you are greatly decentralized and you need consolidation 
of dec entralization, . maybe. You seem to have many decentralized 
agencies, but could you draw them tegether closely knit under one 
head or not? 

Mr. Bruce. They are. Each one reports to his respective bureau 
which exercises, say, a very close control over those particular organi- 

zations. Each of them has different problems. If you set up a ‘field 
organization, you would again superimpose something on an organi- 
zation that already exists. 

Senator Pastore. Does not section 3 limit this to 15 regions? 

Mr. Bruce. Fifteen regions, but each region was broken down into 
sections. 

Senator Pastore. Following what Senator Carlson has pointed out, 
section 3 says— 


The Postmaster General is hereby authorized and directed to decentralize the 
postal service into 15 regions under regional directors of posts and district 
superintendents. 


Now, following his thought a little further, there may be too much 
decentralization and perhaps you should consolidate a bit. How 
about this consolidation in 15 regions? Would that effect a saving? 

Mr. Bruce. No; it would not effect savings because your 15 regions 
now report directly to the Department. 

Now, let me go back. Let us use the Postal Transportation Service 
as anexample. They now have 15 regions. Each one of those would 
report toa region, Those 15 regions report to the Department, which 
is the same thing they do now. It would just be a superstructure of 
personnel ; that is what it would amount to. 

Senator Cartson. I have not studied it. I have no doubt these 
folks have an answer to some of these questions and maybe we will 
look into it at some future time. , 

Senator Unperwoop. Thank you, Mr. Bruce. 

Mr. Klein, we have already heard from you a little, but do you have 
an additional statement, you would like to make now? 
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Mr. Kuiern. No; except very briefly that we favor that part of 
S. 1148 which requires postmasters to be appointed in accordance with 
the civil-service system. 

We have no comments to make on the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment because that is an internal matter in which the Commission has 
no opinion. 

I might say that S. 1160 which deals exclusively with the appoint- 
ment of postmasters would accomplish the thing that the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission has in mind. 

That about completes my statement. 

Senator Pasrorr. One question: Do you think there would have to 
be reclassification of postmasterships if this bill became law in order 
to get the best qualified people; that is, with the pay scales now being 
paid, would they have to be raised ? 

Mr. Kier. Salaries of postmasters are based on the amount of 
business that a post office does. In other words, a first-class office will 
be an office which does a certain amount of business, and the same 
thing with second and third and fourth class. There would be no 
change there. The classification is taken care of by the business of 
the office. 

Senator Cartson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. DOHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRJERS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Douerry. Mr. Chairman, my name is William C. Doherty; I 
am president of the National Association of Letter Carriers repre- 
senting 100,000 members in all 48 States of the Union, Hawaii, and 
Puerto Rico. 

The National Association of Letter Carriers has no objection to 
the general principles conveyed in S. 1148. We are not at all alarmed 
about the 15 regional directors which would be set up under the pro- 
visions of section 3 of the act. We think that perhaps if given a trial, 
it might ent most successful. We strongly recommend that this 
provision be retained in the bill. 

However, we do want to voice vociferous objection to that section 
of the bill appearing in section 4, beginning at line 7 on page 3, which 
reads : 

Postmasters shall hereafter be appointed in the classified service without term 
by the Postmaster General. 

It is our considered opinion, gentlemen of the committee, that if 
that language prevails and is written on the statute books that you 
will have established in the United States postal service a super-duper 
bureaucracy the likes of which this country has never seen. For that 
reason, we strongly recommend that that language either be amended 
or struck from the bill entirely. We feel that it is placing too much 
power in the hands of one man, whether it be the present Postmaster 
General, his suecessor or successors, as the case may be. 

We are very apprehensive about it from a letter carrier viewpoint. 
We feel that under present-day conditions, we have a very fine postal 
system insofar as postmasters are concerned. We know the capabil- 
ities of Mr. Goldman in New York City, and Mr. Roy F. Williams 
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of Lexington, Ky., who is a former letter carrier. Mr. Thomas is the 
‘areer postmaster of Philadelphia, Pa., and we see nothing wrong 
with the present system of appointing postmasters and in behalf of 
our organization which we believe to be the largest postal organiza- 
tion, we are objecting to that language in the bill. 

Senator Pastore. Is it not a matter of fact that for every postmaster 
who has gone wrong because of politics or stealing or anything else, 
you have legions of those who have been doing a splendid job for 
the post office and for the people of this country. 

Mr. Douerry. That is correct, Senator Pastore, and let me say 
this, if I may. If the gentlemen of the committee and the witnesses 
here this morning will consult this week’s Collier’s magazine they 
will read a very interesting story on a postal scandal that happened 
some 50 years ago under the term of President Theodore Roosevelt. 
It was all cleared up to the credit of the then President of the United 
States. 

Senator Pastorr. I am not getting into that, but it has been my 
experience in government that sometimes when you have a man ap- 
pointed at different terms, because of different changes that take place, 
your relationship with the public is a lot more cordial. For some 
reason, when a man has got his job as long as he can walk to the office 
and none can touch him, that somehow leads to impertinence in deal- 
ing with the public and we are getting more of that lately than ever 
before and you do not have that friendly relationship and that cor- 
diality that you should have in dealing with the public. 

Mr. Douerry. May I say for Senator Pastore’s benefit that we have 
had some very fine Postmasters General prior to the present Post- 
master General. We have had General Work, Harry 8S. New, Will 
Hayes, General Farley, General Hannegan, Frank Walker. They have 
all been grand Postmasters General, all of them. Most of them, of 
course, were chairmen of their respective national political commit- 
tees. 

Senator Unperwoop. Thank you, Mr. Doherty. 

Mr. Kennedy, we skipped over you. 






























STATEMENT OF MILES KENNEDY, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN LEGION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 










Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, I have here a statement prepared by 
Mr. Ralph H. Lavers, director of the national economic commission of 
the American Legion. It has to do with civil matters. 
I would like to have permission to have the statement incorporated 
in the record if it meets with your approval. 
Senator Unprerwoop. Yes, sir. 
(The statement referred to is as follows:) 








STATEMENT OF RALPH H. LAvers, DirecToR OF THE NATIONAL Economic 
COMMISSION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION 


















Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, I am happy to appear 
before this subcommittee today to express the views of the American Legion 
with respect to S. 1148, a bill which, if enacted into law, would completely revise 
the Federal Civil Service procedure as it now stands and put into effect certain 
recommendations in the Hoover Commission Report on Personnel Management. 
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The American Legion is not opposed to the changes in laws applicable to the 
Post Office Department in accordance with the recommendations of the Commis- 
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government; however, we 
are opposed to that version of this legislation which not only affects the Post 
Office Department but the entire personnel procedure of the Federal Govern- 

On page 3 of the bill, section 4, entitled: ‘Appointment of Postmasters,”’ line 
10 (b) reads as follows: “Section 2 of such act of June 25, 1938, as amended 
(U.S. C. title 39, sec. 31b), is amended (1) by striking out ‘at first-,-second-, and 
third-class post offices’ and (2) by striking out everything following the first 
sentence.” The first sentence in effort places the appointment of postmasters 
of the first-, second-, and third-class post offices under the Classification Act 
as it would be rewritten by this legislation; however, in the striking out of the 
rest of this section it would open the post-office examinations to people all over 
the United States and not restrict it to those actually residing within the de- 
livery of the office to which he seeks appointment or within the city or town 
where the same is situated 1 year next preceding the date of such appointment, 
if the appointment is made without competitive examination; or for 1 year 
preceding the date fixed by the closing of receipt of applications for examina- 
tion, if the appointment is made after competitive examination: Provided, That 
residence within the delivery of the post office or within the city or town where 
the same is situated shall be essential to the examination, appointment, reap- 
pointment or promotion of applicants for postmaster at offices unless the Civil 
Service Commission advises that peculiar local conditions preclude or render 
impossible the application of such requirements. In such cases the Commission 
may examine and certify for appointment, reappointment or promotion persons 
who reside in such area adjacent to or surrounding the delivery zone of the 
post office as may be fixed by the Civil Service Commission. If this opening 
of these jobs on a Nation-wide basis would not cause chaos and confusion, not 
mentioning the expense involved, I am wondering just what would be gained by 
this foolhardy type of operation. 

Subdivision (d) of section 4 of S. 1148, entitled “Section 10 of the Civil Service 
Act of January 16, 1883, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 10. No person in the public service is for that reason under any obliga- 
tions to contribute to any political fund, or to render any political service, and 
no such person is liable to be removed or otherwise prejudiced for refusing to 
do so. No person in the public service has any right to use his official authority 
or influence to coerce the political action of any person or body. No political test 
or qualification shall be permitted or given consideration, and no basis other 
than merit shall be used in the selection, promotion, demotion, assignment, 
transfer, furlough, lay-off, dismissal, discipline, compensation, or reinstatement 
of employees in positions under the civil-service laws, rules, and regulations. 
Any officer in the executive branch of the Government (who was appointed by the 
President either with or without the advice and consent of the Senate) who is 
found by the President to have violated this section shall be removed from office 
by the President, and any officer or employee of an executive agency (who was 
appointed by the head of such agency) who is found by the head of such agency 
to have violated this section shall be removed from office by the head of such 
agency. This section shall not be construed to prohibit any holder of political 
office in the United States from furnishing recommendations relative to the 
character, ability, and general fitness of an applicant for Federal employment.’ ” 

The language of this section of the proposed legislation which would amend 
section 10 of the Civil Service Act contains the “sleeper” which would not only 
affect the Post Office Department but the entire Federal civil service, and in our 
opinion would repeal the preference now provided for veterans in the reductions 
in force under section 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, wherein it 
states that no basis other than merit shall be used in the selection, promotion, 
demotion, assignment, transfer, furlough, lay-off, dismissal, discipline, compen- 
sation or reinstatement of employees in positions under the civil-service laws, 
rules, and regulations. The phrase “No basis other than merit” (lines 4—5, p. 4), 
would repeal the provisions of section 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act wherein 
it states in any reduction in personnel in any civilian service of any Federal 
agency, competing employees shall be released in accordance with civil-service 
regulations which shall give due effect to tenure of employment, military pref- 
erence, length of service, and efficiency rating. 
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Again I would like to reiterate that the American Legion is not opposed to the 
reorganization of the Post Office Department or any other phases of Government 
as recommended in the Hoover Commission report or through any other agency 
except those sections of said reports which directly affect veterans by restricting 
or removing any rights or privileges that have been given to them by a grateful 
Congress. 

The American Legion is a factual organization comprised of approximately 
4 million men and women who have served their country in time of war; the vast 
majority of its members are taxpayers vitally interested in the economy of our 
Nation and favoring wholeheartedly efficiency and economy in government, but 
at the same time desiring to see this type of legislation enacted in a fair and 
impartial manner rather than through “sleeper” legislation or through misstate- 
ments of inefficiency which have never been proven although requests for this 
information have often been received. 

In recent examinations held by the Civil Service Commission for those to be 
chosen to take the internship courses for higher positions, veterans figured by 
far the best in these tests, and because of their service to their Nation and their 
experiences gained these veterans are more likely to possess courage, constancy, 
habits of obedience, and fidelity which are valuable qualifications for any public 
office or employment and, with this background, the American Legion feels that 
veterans’ preference should not only be maintained in its entirety but in some 
instances strengthened and, therefore, | would like to express our opposition to 
section 4 of S. 1148 having to do with the changes in appointments of postmasters 
and making a complete revision in civil-service procedure which would be detri- 
mental to the operation of the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. 

On behalf of the national organization of the American Legion may I express 
to you our thanks for your courtesy and consideration in permitting us to appear 
before you in connection with this legislation. 

Mr. Kennepy. Due to the time element, I will be very brief and 
just comment on two portions of this statement. The provision of the 
bill, S. 1148, that we are mostly concerned with appears on page 4 
of the bill, the line where it says: 

No political test or qualifications shall be permitted or given consideration and 
no basis other than merit shall be used in the selection, promotion, demotion, as- 
signment, transfer, furlough, lay-off or dismissal, discipline, compensation, or 
reinstatement of an employee in positions under the civil-service laws and regu- 
lations. 

Now, as we interpret that phrase, “under civil service laws, rules, 
and regulations” the phrase “no basis other than merit” would repeal 
the provisions of section 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act wherein it 
says, any reduction in personnel in any civilian section of the service of 
any Federal agency competing on employees shall be released in ac- 
cordance with regulations which shall give due effect to the tenure of 
employment, military preference and length of service and efficiency 
rating. 

I want you to know we are not concerned with getting mixed up 
with the political aspects of it in any way whatsoever. We are just 
concerned with whether the language used in this bill would affect jobs 
and positions under civil service rules and regulations as it is couched 
there. I think it would, with all due respect to the drafters of the leg- 
islation. 

That is what we are a little bit fearful of, sir. The other portions 
of it, with the exception of a feature which has already been discussed, 
namely, the provision on page 3 about the appointment and section 
1 as a proposed change, as Mr. Doherty mentioned, we go along with 
Mr. Doherty in his statement, and as I believe Senator Pastore and 
Senator Carlson brought out earlier the question of whether a man 
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would qualify unless he resided in a certain district or place where 
the appointment was to be made involves consideration. We are a 
little bit disturbed about that, sir. What we are mainly disturbed 
about is the effect it might have on the Veterans’ Preference Act as 
contained in the 1944 law. 

Mr. Kien. May I say a few words on that? I think there is mis- 
apprehension on the part of Mr. Kennedy on that point. This lan- 
guage which he has read is now in the law and in the President’s 
rules. There is now in existence a rule which provides that all per- 
sonnel actions shall be based solely on merit and fitness. That rule 
has never been considered by the Commission or anyone else that I 
know of as having any bearing on the Veterans’ Preference Act, either 
section 12 or section 14 or section 8, or any of the other sections which 
have to do with the benefits of veterans. 

In other words, this bill will not repeal any veterans’ laws. It will 
simply repeat what is already in the law and in rules at the present 
time and which have not been construed as taking any thing away 
from the veteran. 

Mr. Kennepy. | appreciate what the gentleman says, Mr. Chair- 
man, but that is all right so long as the present Civil Service Com- 
mission is functioning. We do not know who is going to be there in 
the future and I respect fully submit to you gentlemen the language 
should be couched in such terms that there shall be no doubt about 
what is meant. We cannot tell what the interpretations will be. 

Senator Unprrwoop. I do not believe there is any doubt myself, 
any chance that the Senate would even give what we call due con- 
sideration to a bill that did not clearly define the residence require- 
ments and reassure everyone that veterans’ preference would be 
unchanged. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is all we are asking for, so it will not be pos- 
sible for other interpretations if some other Civil Service Commission 
appears on the scene. 

Senator UNprrwoop. That is just a personal opinion. 

Mr. Kurrn. I think there need be no fear about this. 

Senator Pastore. I am inclined to agree with you on that, but I 
still agree with him that it would not do any harm if we reassured 
them in the bill. 

Senator Unperwoop, That is the purpose of having a Congress, to 
write things into the law that will prevent these possibilities from 
happening, even though you might guess that they would not. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is all we are asking for. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Unperwoop. Mr. Jesse Horton, legislative representative, 
National Association of Postal Supervisors. 


STATEMENT OF JESSE V. HORTON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Horron. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement here on 
S. 1160. May I just comment briefly on it and file the statement ? 

Senator Unperwoop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horton. On S. 1148, our organization, approximately 16,000 
loeal supervisors throughout the country, feel that S. 1148 is a practi- 
cal measure, with the exception of section 3 for decentralization of the 
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service which we as supervisors naturally feel has been decentralized 
by the Post Office Department and operates very satisfactorily on 
that basis. 

On 5S. 1160, which relates to the appointment of postmasters, we 
would urge that the committee go even further and take steps to 
enable the Government to gain the full benefit of the practical experi- 
ence, training, and knowledge of postal operations gained by postal 
supervisors and other employees by providing that vacancies in post- 
masterships at first- and second-class offices shall be filled by promo- 
tion of some one of the classified employees of the offce. The statement 
goes into a little more detail on that. 

Senator Unperwoop. Your proposal is that all second- and third- 
class postmasters be named from within the service ¢ 

Mr. Horton. First and second class. 

Senator Unperwoop. First and second class be named from within 
the classified postal service. 

Mr. Horron. At that office. 

Senator Pasrore. That particular office? I am very much inter- 
ested in your proposal; but is that not confining it just a little bit? 
I can see it within the group of these men who have made it a career. 
In other words, if this system is not good enough to produce leadership, 
it is not worth its while. I go along with that philosophy a great 
deal but don’t you think you are confining it a little bit too much ? 

Mr. Horton. I don’t think so. First- and second-class post offices 
have quite a large personnel, in large cities in particular. 

Senator Pasrore. Mr. MeCracken has come right up from the ranks. 

Mr. Horron. In another city, the same. There are carriers; there 
are clerks; there are rural carriers, and among that group there should 
be supervisors; there should be someone who has developed and 
would make a good postmaster. We think that is true in the Depart- 
ment and the public will get the benefit of their experience and train- 
ing and knowledge. 

Senator Pasrore. I realize that but suppose you had a man in the 
Olneyville Branch who had outstanding qualities of administrative 
ability and direction. Would it not be better to take from there this 
man and put him in a larger post. office provided he were the right 
man; provided he came up from the ranks ¢ 

Mr. Horton. We have no objection to that. 

Senator Pasrore. You are confining it to the same building. 

Mr. Horron. No; the same.postal area. Providence has a dozen 
or more stations or branches, ‘Those people would be eligible for the 
postmastership at Providence. 

Senator Pasrorr. What if you take them out of Woonsocket or Paw- 
tucket; would it not be better provided he came out of the group of 
postal employees ¢ 

Mr. Horron. That is carrying it further than what we would sug- 
gest but that would be a very beneficial measure for the Government. 

Senator Pastore. That would eliminate politics in fact, would it 
not? Rather than to leave it to a man to pick out three names. He 
would make sure who was a Republican or a Democrat or Socialist 
before he made an appointment. 

Senator Unperwoop. That is as far as we can go. I believe there 
are just one or two others. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PosTAL SUPERVISORS, 
Washington, D. C., August 31, 1951. 
Re statement on S. 1160. 
Hon. CHAIRMAN and MEMBERS, 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


The bill under consideration, S. 1160, would authorize the Postmaster General 
to appoint postmasters, either by promotion within the postal service or by selec- 
tion from eligible registers as provided in section 2 of the act of June 15, 1938, 
instead of the present method of appointment by the President after confirmation 
by the Senate. This is in accord with the recommendation of President Truman, 
twice repeated, and of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, and we believe that this principle should be given favorable 
consideration. 

We would urge that this committee go even further, however, and take steps 
to enable the Government to gain the full benefit of the practical experience, 
training, and knowledge of postal operations attained by postal supervisors and 
other classified employees during years of faithful service, by adding a provision 
to the bill which would make mandatory the filling of postmaster vacancies at 
first- and second-class post offices by promotion of a supervisor or other classified 
employee. The following is suggested. 

Amend the proviso in the first section of S. 1160 to read: “Provided, That ap- 
pointments to positions of postmaster at first- and second-class post offices with 
five or more classified employees shall be made by promotion of a supervisor or 
other classified employee, and at all other first- and second-class and all third-cl»ss 
post offices appointments to the position of postmaster shall be made in the clas- 
sified service pursuant to the provisions of section 2 of the act entitled ‘An act ex- 
tending the classified civil service to include postmasters of the first, second, and 
third classes, and for other purposes,’ approved June 25, 1988 (52 Stat. 1076), as 
amended.” 

All postal supervisors entered the service as clerks and carriers and served as 
such for an average of more than 15 years before being promoted to supervisor. 
The training, experience, and knowledge of postal operations gained during that 
service, plus the detailed knowledge of service needs of their patrons eminently 
qualify them for the duties of postmaster. The experience of clerks and carriers 
in their work of serving the public, particularly at the smaller offices, similarly 
qualifies them. A definite procedure of service promotions to postmaster would 
create a real incentive to employees to strive to do their best work and improve 
service efficiency, and at the same time make available to the Department the 
maximum use of the experience and training of supervisors and employees over 
the years in an executive capacity. 

We sincerely urge your earnest consideration of this proposal. 

J. V. Horton, 
Legislative Representative, National Association of Postal Supervisors. 


Senator Unperwoop. We will be glad to receive any written state- 
ments, now or later. 
We will continue the hearing next week. 


STATEMENT OF E. A. MEEKS, NATIONAL SECRETARY, NATIONAL 
LEAGUE OF DISTRICT POSTMASTERS 


Mr. Merxs. Mr. Chairman, in the absence of a statement I would 
like to send a statement to your committee. 

Senator Unperwoop. We will be glad to receive it. 

Mr. Merxs. I might add that we favor the part about appointment. 
of postmasters by the Postmaster General but we do not approve of 
further decentralization of the Post Office Department. 

Senator Unperwoop. Thank you, sir. 

We are not trying to cut anybody off. If you have statements we 
will hear them later but we do have to go ahead. 
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(The statement furnished by Mr. Meeks is as follows :) 


NATIONAL LEAGUE OF DisTRICT POSTMASTERS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 4, D. C., September 5, 1951, 
Hon. THomas R, UNpERWOoD, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Postal Service, Senate Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR UNDERWOOD: In accordance with the privilege accorded me at 
the hearing teday on S. 1148 and S. 1160, I desire to submit the following: 

The National League of District Postmasters, representing approximately 
38,000 district postmasters, has gone on record at our last national convention 
as favoring the proposal authorizing the Postmaster General to appoint and com- 
mission all classes of postmasters, thus eliminating the requirement of Presiden- 
tial nomination and Senate confirmation. 

We believe that this will have the effect of removing, to a very great extent, 
politics in the appointment of postmasters and at the same time, will ‘expedite 
the transfer of the post office to the new postmaster, eliminating the long period 
of waiting which sometimes occurs, when there is a delay of confirmation. 

We would like to point out that postmasters at fourth-class offices have been 
appointed and commissioned by the Postmaster General under civil service rules 
for more than 38 years. This plan has the public approval and there is no doubt 
that the extension of the same system to postmasters of the first, second, and 
third classes, which will bring all appointments under the same plan, would meet 
with the same approval, and would prove beneficial to the postal service as a 
whole. 

We are unalterably opposed to the provisions of S. 1148 that would decen- 
tralize the personnel service of the Post Office Department into districts. This 
would delay getting information when complaints were received and we contend 
that the present system is far superior to such a plan. 

Moreover, we agree with the Post Office Department’s contention that the de- 
centralization proposed would add to the cost of the service instead of reducing 
it. It would also result in different interpretations of policies, rules, and regu- 
lations being applied to the several districts. 

In closing we would like to recommend that S. 1160 be given favorable consid- 
eratzon and reported to the full committee for prompt action. 

Very truly yours, 
FR. A. Meeks, Secretary-Representative. 


Senator Unperwoop. Mr. Messer. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. Mr. Chairman, I am Ross Messer, legislative rep- 
resentative, National Association of Post Office Maintenance Em- 
ployees. We are mainly interested in section 3 on decentraliza- 
tion which we are wholeheartedly opposed to in any shape or form 
or fashion. It will only increase the cost and cause inefficiency, which 
has been demonstrated in several other agencies. 

Thank you, sir. May my statement be made a part of the record? 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Ross A. Messer, L&EGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL ASS0- 
CIATION OF Post Orrick AND GENERAL SERVICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for this opportu- 
nity to appear before you today. My name is Ross A. Messer, legislative 
representative of the National Association of Post Office and General Services 
Maintenance Employees, representing the custodial employees of the postal 
field service and General Services Administration. 
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S. 1148 provides for a reorganization of the Post Office Department and 
makes changes in certain laws governing the postal service. Section 3 would 
authorize and direct the Postmaster General to decentralize the postal service 
into 15 regions. Decentralization of the Post Office Department would not be 
to the best interest of the postal service, and would not produce better efficiency 
or economy, in our opinion, Please do not misunderstand me, we are whole- 
heartedly in favor of both efficiency and economy in Government service, but 
we are of the opinion that decentralization of the Post Office Department will not 
accomplish either. 

As for economy, it is our opinion that decentralization would greatly increase 
the cost of operation. At present there is a staff of 10 employees handling all 
personnel matters for more than 16,000 custodial employees operating the 3,170 
post-office buildings. If this work was decentralized into 15 regional offices 
we believe that it would be necessary to have at least 2 employes in each 
region assigned to this work. In some of the regions it would be necessary 
to have more than two employees. This would more than triple the number 
of employees now doing this work. With the tripling of the number 
of employees, you can also look for the cost of operation to more than triple. 
Increasing the cost of operation certainly would not be in the interest of economy 
and better government. 

As for efficiency, it is our opinion that decentralization into 15 regions would 
create confusion and lead to inefficiency. We would have 15 different inter- 
pretations of the various laws and regulations governing the postal service. 
If there was a question in the mind of a postmaster relative to the application 
of certain laws or regulations, they would write to the regional director, who 
would give his view of the matter. Another regional director may give an 
entirely different view. At present all directives or answers to inquiries clear 
through one office, all postmasters get the same answers to their questions, 
regardless of where they are located. If 15 regions are established it most 
certainly would not be in the interest of efficient operation of the postal service. 

After careful consideration of the matter, it is our opinion that section 3 
of S. 1148 should be deleted from the bill, if the committee decides to favorably 
report it. 

I wish to again thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
for this opportunity to appear before you today. 


Mr. Larrer. I also have a statement from Mr. Bun Raley to submit 
for the record. 
(The above-mentioned statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF BUN RALEy, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RuRAL LETTER CARRIERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, My name is Bun Raley. I 
am president of the National Rural Letter Carriers’ Association, an independent 
organization composed of regular, temporary, substitute, and retired rural 
carriers. We have a 100 percent plus membership of 34,515, based on 32,559, 
the actual number of rural routes in the United States. The National Rural 
Letter Carriers’ Association is the one and only official representative of the 
Rural Letter Carriers of America. 

Section 3, of 8. 1148, proposes to decentralize the postal service into 15 regions, 
which in our opinion would tend to create inefficiency and set up 15 offices to 
do the work now performed by 1 department. It stands to reason that the 
operation of offices in 15 regions would require a greatly enlarged personnel 
and would therefore increase the cost. Under the present set-up we have a uni- 
form interpretation of the regulations. If the Department was operated by 
15 regional offices, there would be a widely different interpretation of these regu- 
lations. The Post Office Department is in our opinion highly efficient in its 
present operation and to decentralize the present system would be a step toward 
inefficiency and greatly increase the cost of operation. We, therefore, oppose 
section 3 and ask that the committee strike this section from the bill. 


Whereupon, at 12: 05 p. m., the meeting adjourned. 











RECRUITMENT PROCEDURE FOR COMPETITIVE CIVIL 
SERVICE 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1951 


Unrrep States Senate, 
Suscommirrese No. 1 or THE CoMMITTEE 
on Post Orrice anv Crvit Service, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9 a. m., in room 135, 
Senate Office Building, Senator John O. Pastore (presiding) chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

Present: Senators Pastore (chairman of subcommittee) and Mon- 
roney. 

Also present: H. W. Brawley, staff director. 

Senator Pastore (presiding). The committee will be in order. 

This is a continuation of the hearings on S. 1135. We will now 
hear from Mr. Ramspeck. 


STATEMENT BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT RAMSPECK, UNITED STATES 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Ramsreck. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have this opportunity 
to appear before your committee in order to give you the views of the 
Civil Service Commission on 8. 1135, the proposed Federal Personnel 
Recruitment Act of 1951. 

If changed in certain important respects, as I will suggest in a few 
minutes, this bill in our opinion would provide for significant ad- 
vances in Federal personnel administration, particularly in the re- 
cruitment, examination, and selection process. It would provide 
needed flexibility in the civil-service system, yet with our suggested 
changes would fully enable the Commission to safeguard the merit 
system. 

S. 1135 establishes a clearly defined relationship between the Com- 
mission and the departments by means of employment plans. The 
plans would be drafted by the departments in accordance with stand- 
ards published by the Commission, and each plan would require the 
Commission’s approval before being placed in operation. The plan 
would indicate which types of positions the Commission would ex- 
amine for and which types the agency would examine for, under the 
Commission’s s supervision and direction. Where we could do the job 
better and more cheaply in our own offices, we would arrange to do so, 
as in the case of many positions common to all agencies. ‘Where the 
position existed principally in one agency, it might prove to be more 
effective for that agency to conduct the examination, under our stand- 
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ards and subject to our inspection. In any case, agency examinations 
would be subject to our coordination, to prevent wasteful duplication 
of effort. The bill provides for joint employment plans, so that two 
or more departments could join in submitting and operating an em- 
ployment plan where that procedure would be desirable. 

S. 1135 contains a number of safeguards to insure that examinations 
conducted by the agencies conform to merit principles established by 
law: 

(1) In addition to the Commission's general supervision and direction over 
the operation of employment plans, it would be required to review the opera- 
tion of the plans at least annually, and would report its findings to the agency 
heads. 

Senator Pasrorr. Before you go any further, Mr. Ramspeck, at 
this very point I am not too familiar with the background of this. 
Why is this being discussed and what is the problem at the moment? 
I would like to know that. 

Mr. Ramsreck. It is being discussed because it was recommended by 
the Hoover Commission. 

Senator Pasrore. I see. 

Mr. Ramspreck. The problem is that we found, or at least the Com- 
mission found and the Hoover Commission found, that there was great 
delay when you centralized all examining placement procedure in a 
central office in Washington and it could ‘be done much more quickly 
by decentralizing, and that is the basis of the thought back of the 
Hoover Commission recommendation. 

As you will see as we go along, we are not entirely in agreement 
with the Hoover Commission because we think their pr oposal would 

take away from the Commission its final authority to control the situ- 

ation. There is a lot of difference between being able to say to an 
agency, “This is the way you will do this job” and not being able to 
say it to them, and if they don’t do it that way and you do ‘have the 
authority, then you can take away the authority from them, as com- 
pared with if we went all the way with the Hoover Commission, the 
agencies themselves would have final authority, we feel, and we 
wouldn’t be able to effectively control them. 

Senator Pastore. All right, sir. 

Mr. Ramspeck (reé¢ ding) : 

(2) The Commission could modify any action taken by a department under an 
employment plan. 

(3) In case of serious violations of its standards, the Commission could with- 
draw its approval of an agency’s employment plan. I have a suggestion to 
make in a moment for adding a new subsection to the bill to provide funds for 
the Commission to do the extra examining work that this would entail. 

Senator Pasrore. Isn’t there some kind of a provision at that point 
whereby when money that is appropriated in a department can be 
transferred with the permission of the Bureau of the Budget to the 
Civil Service Commission? Isn’t there some provision to that effect ? 

Mr. Ramspreck. That is what we are proposing later on in this state- 
ment. 

Senator Pastore. It is in the law now, isn’t it? 

Mr. Ramspecx. I don’t think so, Senator. I think an agency can 
transfer a certain percentage of its funds from one bureau to another 
within the agency, but I don’t think there is any legal authority by 
which they can transfer to the Commission. 
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Senator Pastore. This is a continuation of the hearings we held 
the other day. 

Mr. Brawtey. That is right. What we had before was a marked-up 
copy of the bill with a letter and a list of recommendations from the 
agency. 

Senator Pastore. Oh, I see, I am thinking of the suggested recom- 
mendations which I took as part of the bill. This idea of taking the 
jurisdiction away from them and carrying out the job yourself and 
taking it away from the department would mean nothing unless you 
had the money to do it with. 

Mr. Ramsprck. That is exactly right. 

(4) Upon appeal by a competitor, the Commission would review his examination 
rating under an employment plan. 

(5) From time to time the Commission could make such investigation of opera- 
tions under the bill as it deemed necessary for maintenance of the merit system. 

Several important provisions of S. 1135 relate to the greater amount 
of latitude which Federal appointing officers would have in choosing 
candidates from lists resulting from civil-service examinations. At 
present we follow the so-called rule of three; that is, a selection is 
normally made of one candidate from among the highest three on the 
hist. S. 1135 continues the rule of three for field positions in the postal 
service and many other positions, but also allows the Civil Service 
Commission to prescribe two new selection procedures: The rule of 
five, and another method of selection when applicants are rated by 
“categories.” For some specialized positions where measurable quali- 
ties leading to job success cannot be readily determined, the Commission 
would welcome the greater flexibility which the rule of five would 
allow. 

I might interpolate here, Mr. Chairman, a purely personal opinion 
based on the 20 years of experience with the civil service, that I never 
have felt that the examining technique was so exact that there was any 
great virtue in sticking toa rule of three. 

Senator Pastore. 1 am happy to hear you say that. 

Mr. Ramsreck. The thing that I feel about the so-called merit sys- 
tem is that I want to be certain that the people who are selected do 
have qualifications for the job and then if they do a good job after they 
have been employed, that they don’t get fired simply for political or 
religious or other reasons. In other words, I am nota purist. There 
are people in this country who honestly think you ought to take the 
No. 1 eligible. I don’t think the human mind has yet devised a test 
or system that is that good, so I personally would welcome this liberali- 
zation of the selection process. 

Senator Pasrorr. Don’t you feel that even if this bill in its entirety 
does not pass, that fundamentally certain changes ought to be made 
to carry out this thought you are discussing? If we don’t take the 
whole, I think there should be parts of this bill to amend the present 
civil-service law. I think that is a desirable suggestion you have 
made. I have had experience in government. I was Governor of 
my State for about 6 years and we were disappointed sometimes. The 
man first on the list wasn’t always the one we could take. If there 
was any doubt at all you would take No. 2 and we lived to be dis- 
appointed many, many times. 

Mr. Ramsreck. I have always felt if we could ever get the agencies 
and supervisory personnel to use the probationary period for the pur- 
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pose for which it was intended, the purpose for which I feel it is 
intended, that we would not need to be too finicky whether you had 
three or five to choose from. In other words, I look upon the pro- 
bationary period which has now been extended to a year in most cases 
as a continuation of the process of determining whether a person can 
do the job well. You have got 12 months in w hich the supervisor can 
watch the man. In that period he can be removed without any time- 
consuming procedure. All he has got to do is say to him “We don’t 
think you can do this job and you are out.” I think if we could ever 
get the supervisors to use that thing correctly we could get rid of the 
misfits who get shifted around and sometimes get kic ked upstairs. 

Senator Pasrorr. Do you think that procedure i is being properly 
used ¢ 

Mr. Ramsreck. No; I do not. 

Senator Pastore. For many reasons they hate to let him go. It 
isn’t the system. I think sometimes it is the unwillingness of these 
people, like supervisors in appointing authority, to make the decision 
at the proper time and then they might we: aken for some reason and 
just let the thing go. 

Mr. Ramspreck. That is right, Mr. Chairman. They do not super- 
vise. My idea of a good supervisor is when he gets a new employee he 
has got a positive ‘esponsibility to appraise ‘the value of that em- 
ployee and if he is not going to fit in and not make a good employee 
he should get rid of him as soon as he finds that out. We have got 
people in this Government who have been in it for years who never 
were qualified to make a real good employee who could grow and 
progress, and in a merit system ] think that is a very important factor. 
You ought to try to get people who can proceed up the line as they 
gather experience and improve themselves. 

Senator Pasrore. That is right. 

Mr. Ramsreck. If you get one who is incompetent and keep shift- 
ing him around because this man doesn’t want him or that man doesn’t 
want him, he keeps shifting him around, and I think that is the weak- 
ness of supervisors and I think it is a point of attack for a better 
Government and every time I get a chance I tell them so. I may get 
awfully unpopular with them. That is the key to good Government. 
If they have got good supervisors you will get better results. 

We are constantly striving to improve our tests and qualification 
standards, but frankly recognize that for the more difficult types of 
work the “rule of three” is too restrictive. We believe that the cate- 
gory method would be a desirable rating and selection procedure for 
many scientific and professional positions. Under this system appli- 
cants would be rated in four categories: “Outstanding,” “well quali- 
fied,” “qualified,” and “unqualified.” In making his selection, the ap- 
pointing officer would have a choice of any candidate in the highest 
category, except that he would be required to consider any veterans 
before nonveterans within that category. 

I should like to propose the following major changes in S. 1135. 
Several additional changes of a minor nature are inc Juded in my letter 
of August 21, 1951, to Senator Johnston on this bill. 

Section 3 (a). This section states that— 


It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Commission and of the depart- 
ments to maintain and protect a recruitment, examination, and selection system 
which will result in open competition and selection on merit. 
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The present requirements of the Civil Service Act place the respon- 
sibility for maintenance of a merit system directly on the Commission, 
The Commission agrees that it would be highly desirable to adopt the 
principle of section 3 (a) that the departments as well as the Com- 
mission should have a direct responsibility for protection of the merit 
system. At the same time, we strongly recommend that the words 
“under regulations of the Commission” be inserted after the word 
“departments” in the second line of section 3 (a). The present word- 
ing of this section might be interpreted as giving the departments co- 
equal authority with the Commission in the administration of the 
merit system. Obviously, in the interest of sound administration, final 
responsibility must be clearly located. By indicating that the depart- 
ments will operate under the Commission’s regulations, it would be 
clear that the Commission will continue to have primary respon- 
sibility for protection of the merit system. 

Senator Seabee At this point, was there any objection on the 
part of anyone from the committee to the Commission’s suggestions 
under section 3 (a) ¢ 

Mr. Brawtey. I do not recall, offhand. 

Senator Pastore. In the categories I think you suggested we drop 
out administrators, 

Mr. Ramsprcx. That is right. 

Senator Pasrore. I think it was universally agreed that that should 
be limited only to scientific and professional pursuits. 

Mr. Ramsreck. I think the veterans’ organizations are opposed to 
the category system. 

Senator Pasrore. Especially in the case of administrators ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. With respect to scientists and professional men, 
I don’t know what their view is. 

Please continue. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Section 3 (c): The last, sentence of this subsection 
limits the Commission’s supervision and direction of departmental 
employment plans to the Commission’s responsibility under the pro- 
posed act. Since part of the Commission’s duty and responsibility in 
the recruitment and examining field stems from the Civil Service Act 
of 1883, the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, and other statutes, the 
last sentence of section 3 (c) should be modified to read as follows: 

All operations of a department under any employment plan shall be subject 
to such supervision and direction by the Commission as may be necessary for the 
Commission to discharge the duty and responsibility assigned to it by law. 

That would mean all laws. 

Senator Pastore. You mean you feel that that would guarantee 
the veterans’ preference ? 

Mr. Ramspeck. Yes, it would give us the authority to see that the 
veterans’ preference law is complied with. 

Senator Pastore. I think Mr. Kennedy of the American Legion 
sought to have that clarified. 

Mr. Ramspeck. Section 6 (b): In place of the phrase “after duly 
held hearings,” we recommend substituting the following phrase: 
“After consultation with the department.” A requirement that the 
Commission must hold hearings before taking action to withhold, 
withdraw, or suspend its approval of an employment plan er part 
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thereof would unduly formalize the relationship between the Com- 
mission and the department concerned, and would prevent prompt 
action when needed. We feel that our proposed amendment would 
achieve a similar purpose informally. 

Also, I might interpolate that it would mean a good deal of cost and 
consume a lot of time of many people. 

Senator Monroney. Would you have to have a hearing examiner 
on that ? 

Mr. Ramsrecs. Yes, sir. At least we would have to put it through 
our Board of Appeals, and that takes a lot of time. 

Section 6 (c): In the first sentence we recommend elimination of 
the phrase “pursuant to subsection (b) of this section.” One purpose 
of subsection 6 (c) is to enable the Commission to take necessary 
corrective action in the case of minor violations without the necessity 
of withdrawing or suspending its approval of an employment plan. 
Therefore we feel that the phrase should be eliminated, since it would 
apparently require the withdrawal or suspension of approval of an 
employment 9 before any corrective action could be taken, even 
though the violation was minor. Furthermore, this phrase seems to 
require the holding of hearings before the Commission could take 
any corrective action, a process which is undesirable as explained 
above. 

Section 6 (c) authorizes the Commission to recruit, examine, and 
certify persons for appointment in a department whenever it finds 
that the department’s operations under an employment plan are not 
in compliance with the plan or with civil service rules and regulations. 
In order to make it clear that the Commission could, where appro- 
priate, make use of the department’s personnel in performing these 
functions under the Commission’s supervision, we recommend that 
item (1) in section 6 (c) be amended to read as follows: 

. Ss * (1) to conduct or to supervise the condct or recruiting, examining, 
and certifying of persons for selection and appointment to competitive civil-serv- 
ice positions in such departments which are subject to such plan, and * * * 

Proposed section 6 (d): The Commission believes that a serious 
problem might arise in case it became necessary for the Commission 
to withdraw authoriy from even one Jarge Federal department, if 
S. 1135 were enacted. Unless additional funds were available to us, 
the Commission would not be able to perform the extra examining 
and certifying work which such a withdrawal of authority would 
require. To meet the problem we suggest the insertion of a new sub- 
section at the end of section 6, as follows: 

Sec. 6. (d) Whenever the Commission performs additional recruiting, exam- 
ining, or certification work in order to render services to a department as a result 
of action taken under paragraph (b) or (3) of this section, funds shall be made 
available to the Commission for its expenses in connection with the performance 
of such services from funds appropriated or otherwise available to the depart- 
ment for which the Commission performs such services, by advances or reim- 
bursements, in such manner and in such amounts as may be approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget. The Commission shall keep records of its expenses in 
connection with the performance of such additional services and shall certify 
such expenses to the Bureau of the Budget. 


That is the provision we were discussing awhile ago, Mr. Chairman, 


that without it we ee find ourselves in a situation where we would 
feel that we had to take back the authority and do the job, but we did 
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not have the money. For instance, the Defense Department today 
has 50 percent of all the civilian employees and if we had that situa- 
tion with them we certainly could not do the job without money. 

Senator Pasrorr. Let me ask you a general question as to your 
opinion on this: If the procedure as suggested under this S. 1135 
were enacted with the recommendations that you have suggested, do 
you think it would require more people to carry out this function 
and would it be more expensive or less expensive to the Government, 
because I do see some overlapping here? You would have to have 
people in your department to see that these people carry out this 
function. Take a function which you now perform. 

Mr. Ramsreck. No. Actually under the decentralized program 
which we are operating now and which started last fall before I 
came into the Commission under Executive order of the President 
the agencies are doing just what this bill proposes, largely through 
boards of examiners set up in the agencies. They are examining 
people and appointing them subject to our inspection and if we find 
that they are not doing the job correctly we take the authority away 
from them. 

Senator Pasrore. Then why do we need this act? 

Mr. Ramsprcx. There are certain things in this act which are not 
contained in the Fxecutive order. The change of the system of 
rating is not in the Executive order. 

Senator Pasrore. The category system ? 

Mr. Ramspeck. Yes. 

Senator Pasrore. And the rule of five instead of the rule of three ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. Yes. I was not in the Commission at the time it 
was done, but I think the purpose of it was we were faced with an 
expansion and we were also faced with the Whitten rider on the ap- 
propriations bill for 1951 which said that all appointments should be 
made on an indefinite basis and the President made an Executive 
order to implement the Whitten rider. A good deal of the same thing 
was done in World War II to simplify the process. It is a good deal 
simpler for the agencies to do this work where they have specialized 
jobs which are not Nation-wide in certain areas and certain agencies. 

Senator Pastore. Do you think it could be done presently under 
directive of the executive department or do you think it would be 
better to have this spelled out in law? Is it more advantageous than 
having a hard and fast congressional provision ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. I think there is this advantage in having it in a 
law: Based upon my experience in the Congress I have found that 
if you have no law but you have got an Executive order and it is en- 
tirely possible that a committee appropriating for the Department of 
Defense might say, “Here, this is not a defense function. We will 
not give you any money to carry on these proposals,” but if the law 
says that is the way it is to be done, I think there would be no difficulty 
about the appropriation. I think that is a very important thing 
because appropriations made on the basis of Executive orders in the 
House at least—and I am not too familiar with the rule about those 
things in the Senate, but in the House those things are subject to a 
point of order, on the floor, and can be stopped that. way, and I think 
after consideration if the Congress feels that this decentralized pro- 
gram is a good program, then I think it ought to be written into law. 

Senator Pastore. All right. That answers my question. 
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Mr. Ramsreck. Section 8: I previously indicated the Commission’s 

concurrence in the concept of category rating for certain scientific and 
professional positions. Section 8 states that, except in unsual cireum- 
stances, category ratings shall be used in the case of competitors for 
orofessional, administrative, and scientific positions of a high level. 
Since the category method of rating would be a wholly new procedure 
for competitive appointment to the civil service, the Commission 
believes that category ratings should not be adopted for administrative 
positions at this time. For scientific and professional positions 
throughout the Federal service we are confident that appointing offi- 
cers are interested in obtaining the most highly qualified available 
persons. These positions are especially well-suited for the category 
rating method. Experience gained from applying the new method 
to scientific and professional positions would indicate whether the 
method should be extended to other fields in the future. Therefore, 
the Commission recommends that the following be substituted for 
Section 8: 

Sec. 8. (a) The Commission, or a department as authorized by an approved 
employment plan, shall rate competitors for selection to competitive civil-service 
positions either (1) numerically on a scale of 100, or (2) in the case of such 
scientific and professional positions as the Commission may designate, by placing 
them in categories of outstanding, well qualified, qualified, and unqualified. 


I might interpolate here, Mr. Chairman, that during my service in 
the House we did have at one time for a short period the category 
rating system for attorneys in the Government. It was set up by 
Executive order, and the House Appropriations Committee did not 
favor the putting of the attorneys under civil service, and since it 
was an Executive-order procedure they wouldn’t give them any money 


for it, but I thought it was a good system. The way they were exam- 
ined then was that they had a written examination and then they had 
an oral examination by boards of people outside the Government, 
largely judges of various courts throughout the country who helped 
with it, and they put these lawyers on a list, and they could select any 
one of them. That was before the Veterans’ Preference Act, and we 
did not have that question involved, but finally it was abandoned 
because the House Appropriations Committee was opposed to putting 
lawyers under civil service. It did, I think, work to the satisfaction 
of most people. There was not opposition to the method. It was 
simply the principle of putting lawyers under civil service. They are 
not now under it, as you probably know. 

Proposed section 8 (b): Under the Veterans’ Preference Act of 
1944 veterans are granted 10 points’ preference for appointment into 
the service if they have a service-connected disability. Under present 
interpretation of the term “service-connected disability” a veteran 
must be granted 10 points for a disability so minor that he does not 
even receive compensation for it. 

I was chairman of a House Committee and I did not know until the 
law was passed that the Veterans’ Administration rated the former 
serviceman who had an operation for the removal of his appendix 
while in the service as a disable veteran although he gets no compen- 
sation for it. He still gets 10 points under this law, which I do not 
think is right. 

We think it unjust for the seriously disable veterans to get no more 
preference for appointment than persons whose service-connected 
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disability is not sufficient to warrant compensation. Therefore the 
Commission recommends the insertion of the following subparagraph 
under section 8: 

Sec. 8. (b) The term “service-connected disability” as used in section 2 (1) of 
the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, as amended, shall be construed as a service- 
connected disability which is compensable under public laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration, the Department of the Army, the Department 
of the Navy, or the Department of the Air Force. 

Section 9 (b): Proposed section 7 (b) of the Veterans Preference 
Act, which is in section 9 (b) of S. 1135, should be deleted and the 
following subsection inserted : 

(b) For all positions for which eligibles are rated by categories, the names 
of preference eligibles shall be entered on the appropriate civil-service registers 
of eligibles in accordance with their respective category ratings and ahead of 
all others in the same category, except that the names of special preference 
eligibles shall be entered ahead of other preference eligibles in the same category. 

This change is made on the assumption that our proposed change 
in section 8 is adopted. If category rating is restricted to professional 
and scientific positions, there is no longer need for the second sentence 
of proposed subsection 7 (b) of the Veterans’ Preference Act. Since 
all professional and scientific positions under the Classification Act 
are now compensated at the rate of $3,100 per annum or higher, there 
would be no ease in which a special preference eligible would be placed 
ina higher category than the one for which he is qualified. Our modi- 
fication would make it clear, however, that spec Jal preference eligibles 
would be placed ahead of all other preferenc e eligibles in the same 
category. 

Section 11. This section proposeds a new paragraph in place of sec- 
tion 10 of the Civil Service Act of 1883. ‘The Commission believes 
that the present provisions of the Civil Service Act and the Hatch 
Act adequately protect the civil service system and that this section 
is not required. The last sentence of section 11, if enacted, would 
weaken present protection against political influence in the Federal 
service. We therefore recommend the deletion of section 11. The 
Civil Service Act and the Hatch Act, together with section 16 of this 
bill, give full protection to the merit principle. 

Section 12: The Commission is glad to endorse this section. Within 
the limits of our authority, we are now working with the departments 
to develop better methods of personnel record keeping and personnel 
office operations. Section 12 would clearly specify our authority in 
this field. At the same time it makes it clear that the Commission 
should consult with the departments whenever practicable before pre- 
scribing standards, forms, or procedures affecting departmental per- 
sonnel operations. We suggest, however, that the word “uniform” be 
eliminated from line 3 of subsection 2, since it might be desirable to 
develop varying systems depending upon the size and geographical 
dispersion of Federal agencies. We also suggest that the phrase “or 
otherwise regulate” in subsection 2 be eliminated, since it would ap- 
pear to give “the Commission an undue amount of authority in this 
field. 

Section 14: This section would establish facilities for counseling, 
testing, and placing veterans in suitable Federal employment. The 
Commission heartily endorses the objectives of this section. Under 
present Nation- wide employment conditions, however, we do not be- 
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lieve the need exists for the establishment of such facilities. When 
the proposal was originally suggested, it was somewhat difficult for 
the average individual to obtain a position in the Federal service. 
General reductions in the number of civilian employees in most 
agencies were taking place, and many persons were applying for the 
relatively few positions that were being filled. It was deemed advis- 
able, therefore, for the Government to ‘adopt special measures for the 
benefit of approximately 16 million young veterans of World War II 
who represented a significant cross section-of valuable skills and 
potential talent for the Federal service. Now, with the existence of 
many opportunities for obtaining Federal jobs, coupled with devel- 
oping labor shortages in many occupations and geographical areas, 
the need for the proposal does not seem to exist to the same extent. 
In the event the employment. picture changes, consideration might 
again be given to the establishment of Nation-wide facilities for the 
counseling and placement of veterans. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I wish to emphasize the need for a 
greater degree of flexibility in the civil-service rating and selection 
process. Since 1883, our civil-service system has gr: adually developed 
over the years. From the early days when the e ompetitive system em- 
braced only a small proportion of Federal positions, all of them in the 
lower levels, the system has expanded to the point where today it 
include the great majority of Federal positions, from the lowest rank 
to the highest career positions. Methods which are highly satisfac- 
tory for selecting messengers, typists, and postal clerks are not neces- 

sarily well adapted for the selection of higher grade scientists and 

engineers. We strongly feel that the time has come for the Civil 

Service Commission to try out new rating and selection methods, 

under careful safeguards, so that we can learn from experience. If 

the methods authorized is S. 1135 prove successful, possibly their use 
‘an then be extended to other appropriate positions in the future. 

The Commission has been authorized to state that, if modified in 
accordance with the suggestions we have made, the legislation pro- 
posed in S. 1135 would be in accord with the program of the Presi- 
dent. 

I understand that a suggestion was made in the hearings a few days 
ago that the Commission submit statistics showing the percentage of 
placements being made by agency boards of examiners and by the 
Commission’s offices. I am glad to give you this information, and 
would like to present it for ‘the last year before Korea—fiscal year 
1950—and for the first year of emergency operations since Korea— 
fiscal year 1951. 

In the fiscal year 1950, 336,500 placements were made in the Fed- 

‘al service through the offices of the Civil Service Commission and 
its boards and committees of examiners located in the agencies. Of 
this total, the Commission and its 14 regional offices made 214,959 
placements, or 64 percent, and the boards and committees of examiners 
made 121,541 placements, or 36 percent of the total. Thus the Com- 
mission’s offices rather than the boards were making the majority of 
placements before Korea. 

This picture changed considerably under the impact of the new 
emergency. In the fiscal year 1951, we find that 578,539 placements 
were made by the Commission’s offices and its boards and committees. 
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Placements by the Commission’s own offices increased slightly to 
235,936, representing a drop in percentage to 41 percent, while the 
boards and committees showed a marked increase in placements, with 
a figure of 342,603, or 59 percent of the total. Thus the percentages 
were almost reversed from the previous year. 

For our purposes today I think it is significant to note that the 
boards and committees were able to double their placements, and then 
some, during the current emergency, while the Commission, because 
of our limited resources, could not expand greatly despite our best 
efforts. 

There is a further comparison that I would like to make while we 
are on the subject of statistics. I said that the total number of place- 
ments in 1950 by the Commission and its boards was 336,500. In addi- 
tion, 69,263 other placements were made to Federal positions, either 
to jobs outside the competitive service or to competitive jobs in the 
absence of appropriate civil-service registers. ‘Thus on a percentage 
basis, 83 percent of total Federal placements were made by the Commis- 
sion and its boards, and 17 percent were not. 

There was a great change in the comparable figures for 1951. I said 
that 578,539 placements were made by the Commission and its boards 
inthat year. In addition, 505,215 other placements were made. Thus 
the percentage of placements made by the Commission and its boards 
dropped to 53.4 percent of the total, while the percentage of other 
placements rose correspondingly to 46.6 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, here is a clear indication of trouble. If we are to 
continue a competitive system we must either greatly enlarge the exam- 
ining resources of the Commission to cope with the current size of the 
Government, or we must expand even further the work of agency 
boards of examiners along the general lines of S. 1135. In any case, 
whether S. 1135 is enacted or not, we think it essential that the Com- 
mission be given enough resources to insure full extension of the 
competitive system to all jobs under the Civil Service Act. 

The point I would like to stress in concluding, and I cannot stress 
it too often, is whether this bill protects the principle of the merit 
system and that depends upon the ability of the Commission to super- 
vise and inspect the actions of the agencies and I must admit that that 
is the thing that is worrying me the most, how adequate a job are we 
doing in inspecting the work of the agencies under this decentralized 
program because if it is not kept in line, it could result in some very bad 
practices, 

Senator Pastore. Thank you very much, Mr. Ramspeck. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Pastore. We will now hear Mr. Foster. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. FOSTER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF 
NATIONAL LEGISLATION, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 


Mr. Foster. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Dis- 
abled American Veterans in appreciative of the opportunity to publicly 
express its views with respect to the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission Report on Personnel Management, as set forth in the bill 
S. 1135. 
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Membership in the Disabled American Veterans is restricted to 
veterans who have a service-connected disability incurred during a 
period of war. Therefore, those members of the DAV employed by 
the Federal Government are all eligible to the 10-point preference 
granted by the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, and as such are gen- 
uinely disturbed and concerned by the proposals contained in S. 1135. 

At our recent national convention held in Milwaukee, Wis., August 
13-17, 1951, the DAV reiterated its position of the past several years 
to oppose the enactment of any legislation designed to lessen job 
opportunities and job security in the Federal Government for dis- 
abled veterans. We are convinced that the enactment of 8S. 1135 
would do just this. 

A careful analysis of S. 1135 fails to disclose wherein its enactment 
would promote efliciency and result in economies in the recruitment, 
appointment, and retention of employees in the classified civil service. 
It is apparent that S. 1135 is a continuing effort by the proponents of 
the Hoover Commission recommendations to substitute their untried, 
theoretical proposals for the successful safeguards contained in the 
Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. 

In this connection it is interesting to note the change of tactics by 
the proponents of the Hoover Commission to have their proposals 
enacted into law. During the Eighty-first Congress the bill S. 2111 
was introduced in the Senate to implement the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission and carried the title “To Revise the Per- 
sonnel Policy of the Civil Service of the United States * * *.” 
The bill, S. 1135, which is the present-day effort, carries the title “To 
Provide a Recruitment Pineihons for the Competitive Civil Service 
in Order To Insure Selection of Personnel on the Basis of Open Com- 
petition and Merit.” 

These two bills, while similar in many respects and with the same 
objectives, carry remarkably different titles. It is an indication that 
the endorsers of these proposals, having failed to achieve their objec- 
tives in the Eighty-first Congress, are resorting to semantics to accom- 
plish the passage of S. 1135 in this Congress. A reading of the title 
of S. 1135 gives the impression that the bill seeks to establish a recruit- 
ment procedure based on open competition and merit. Here it might 
be well to call the attention of the members of this committee to the 
act of January 16, 1883, wherein Congress established the present 
United States Civil Service Commission which provides, among other 
things, and I quote: 

For open competitive examinations for testing the fitness of applicants for the 
public service * * *, Such examinations shall be practicable in their ehar- 
acter and as far as may be shall relate to those matters which will fairly test 
the relative capacity and fitness of the persons examined to discharge the duties 
of the service into which they seek to be appointed— 
and that is still the law today. In the absence of a complete break- 
down in the administration of the present laws relating to the hiring 
and firing of Federal personnel the Congress should proceed with 
extreme caution in amending, revising, or repealing basic laws which 
have been on the statute books sufficiently long to have withstood the 
test of experience. ; 

Basically, S. 1135 seeks to abolish the authority vested in the Civil 
Service Commission and to decentralize this authority to numberless 
departments and agencies. If such proposed decentralization becomes 





RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE HOOVER COMMISSION 111 


a reality we are extremely fearful of the rights, privileges, and benefits 
guaranteed America’s wartime disabled veterans by Public Law 359, 
Seventy-ei hth Congress. 

Senator Pastore, For the clarification of the record, what have you 
so say in rebuttal to the statement made ” Mr. Ramspec k that that is 
the procedure now by Executive directive ¢ 

Mr. Foster. Again, I think your question at that point of Mr. Ram- 
speck was very w ell ut, Senator. If they have this authority today, 
why do they want this basic law? We feel that that is an attempt 
to repeal parts of the Veterans’ Preference Act. 

Senator Pastore. I am not trying to associate one with the other. 
Your chief objective is to preserve the veterans’ preferences. 

Mr. Foster. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. In their entirely, and as they exist today, I cannot 
blame you too much for that, but with reference to this point that this 
delegates or decentralizes this authority, I understand it is all decen- 
tralized now and the question they raise is that it will be more effective 
in getting the — appropriations by the thing being spelled out by 
congressional act. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Foster. No; we don’t. We are not completely satisfied with the 
operation of the present law but we do feel that a centralized-authority 
control in the Civil Service Commission will adequately protect the 
rights of veterans applying for and those who are appointed to Civil 
Service Commission positions. 

Senator Pastore. fuaeei with you. I do not think the Civil Service 
Commission wants to give up that authority. They want to retain it. 

Mr. Foster. At the present time I think we are very fortunate in 
having a man of Mr. Ramspeck’s caliber who is so interested in this 
post-audit examination of ratings and so forth. 

If this bill were enacted into law and we had it decentralized with 
merely post-auditing control in the inspection, the time might come 
when we would have a person who might not be as interested in polic- 
ing the activities of the various departments as Mr. Ramspeck is now 
and we are fearful from that standpoint. 

The experience of our service personnel in representing veterans 
before the various Civil Service Commission appeal boards conclu- 
sively proves that a decentralized authority affords no real assurance 
that the law will be administered in accordance with the dictates of 
Congress. We are constantly compelled to appeal to the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission to correct willful violations of laws and regulations 
pertaining to veterans’ employment rights. If S. 1135 is enacted 
the Civil Service Commission would be stripped of this authority 
and powerless to enforce the laws entrusted to it. 

An example of this decentralization can be found in section 8 of 
the bill which would establish a category system of rating. Under 
this provision, an applicant for a position could be placed in one of 
four categories by either the Civil Service Commission or by a de- 
partment “which has an approved employment plan. In practice, it 
is quite certain that in no instance would the Civil Service Commis- 
sion have the necessary personnel to effect such ratings and it would 
necessarily fall to the Sisevition of some department or agency to 
place the applicant in whatever category he deemed to be in the best 
interest of the service. In other words, it would eventually com- 
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pletely destroy the merit system in the initial selection of Federal 
personnel. We since rely believe that under such a category rating 
system personnel and political patronage would reach proportions 
hitherto unknown and because of the size and complexity of the Fed- 
eral Government violations would remain undetected by the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Senator Pasrorr. Would you feel the same way in the face of the 
suggestion he made with reference to the particular section we are 
discussing now, that administrators be cut out ? 

Mr. Foster. I think we would be inclined to go along with that 
amendment because I think the bulk of the jobs in the civil service 
are in the administrative field. 

Senator Pasrore. Yes. And then you get in the category of pro- 
fessional men and scientists where it is hard to get men. Chances 
are you could try out the category system that, in my opinion, has 
some merit provided you don’t hurt anybody under the preference 
system. 

The way this works now, those who would have preference would 
automatically go to the top of those qualified and outstanding and 
all that sort of thing within these categories. I understand that those 
who have these preferences, like disabled veterans, would automati- 
cally go to the top of the list within the category of outstanding and 
so forth. 

Mr. Foster. But in that connection the law does not state how these 
people would be placed in those categories. Under the present 
numerical system the score on the examination speaks for itself, 
whereas if you delegate authority to an agency hear located at 
either 

Senator Pastore. A man who corrects the paper who had charge 
who is outstanding. It will be the same, only you have a visual ele- 
ment in addition to the written paper. You have got to trust some- 
body. The man who corrects the papers will be the same man who 
will determine that. 

Mr. Foster. There are new standards as to what outstanding i 1s. 

Mr. Josern Winstow (Assistant Executive Director of Civil Serv- 
ice Commission). The Commission would establish standards for 
the various categories. In other words, the rating would be made 
in accordance with a standard established by the Commission for the 

categories that are enumerated in the bill and the type of experience 
which would qualify a man for each of those levels and ratings would 
be specified by the Commission, just as numerical ratings are today. 

Senator Pastore. Explain how a man who has preference credits 
would be promoted within these categories. 

Mr. Winstow. In each category the disabled veterans would go to 
the top of the category once it had been determined in which category 
his experience and qualifications justified his rating, and the disabled 
veteran would be at the top of each category. There would be no 
possibility that he could be rated below the category for which he was 
qualified any more than it is today under the numerical rating. 

Senator Pasrorr. As a matter of fact it is hard to assume that there 
would be a leverage of 10 or more points, but the fact remains that this 
would still be much more in favor of the veteran because when he gets 
into a certain category he automatically goes to the top. 

Mr. Foster. Provided it is administered fairly. 
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Senator Pastore. That is the human element. 

Mr. Foster. Under the administrative set-up you have so many 
more people administering these laws. 

Senator Pastore. That is exactly what you have now. You are 
giving these people written protection rather than having something 
on the loose side. As I sit here I am being told what I am considering 
is the present procedure and everybody thinks the present procedure 
is all right. When it comes to writing out in law whereby Congress 
insured exactly what is being done, I think you are better off being 
protected by congressional law. Unless there is an effort to leave 
things as they are alone and take a chance at it, but by directive I 
understand they are doing exactly the same thing you are criticizing 
with the exception of the category system and of course with the 
difference of the qualifying system. A man automatically today gets 
his 10 points when he starts out and that 10 points could help him to 
qualify, and under this act you have to qualify first and then you 
get your 10 points. I don’t know whether you are going to talk on 
that. 

Today let us say your passing grade was 70. If a man got 65 and 
he were a disabled veteran, he would not be qualified under the pro- 
posed law, but under the present set-up he gets his 10 percent when 
he sits dow n to take the examination, so he ‘gets 65 and 10, and that 
10 added to the 65 gives him 75 and, 70 being the passing grade, he 
automatically passes. 

Mr. Foster. I am happy to be able to say this, that we have for 
many years felt that that was one of the most v ulnerable points in the 
Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944, and at our last national conven- 
tion, I am happy to say that we went on record supporting the theory 
that a veteran should have a passing grade before he gets the benefit 
of the 10 points and he should have a compensable disability before 
he gets the 10 points. 

Senator Pasrore. I think that makes a lot of sense, and when I say 
that I am reserving the right to change my mind about that. I think 
it is going to weaken your whole system of the veterans’ preference 
because if we are going to say that a man is qualified by the disability 
he has, that he should get these points in the beginning to make him 
a qualified applicant, where today he might not be, might weaken the 
whole system of veterans’ preferences, whereas if we start out by say- 
ing this man is qualified now, give him the position. 

Mr. Foster. We thought that was the weakest point in the Veterans’ 
Preference Act and the convention went on record as endorsing those 
changes. 

Senator Pastore. Without committing you too strongly, if we did 
eliminate the administrators and left it alone at scientists and profes- 
sional men, would you see a very, very strong opposition to that sort 
of category system ¢ 

Mr. Foster. Officially I would have to answer “Yes.” We are man- 
dated by our convention, which we feel is a democratic organization, 
and the members are opposed to any change in the present civil-service 
system. 

Senator Pasrorn. Don’t you see some advantage in that system if 
we are going to retain a procedure of putting all ‘of the veterans who 
have veterans’ rights at the top of each category? Don’t you see an 
advantage in that as against your present system ¢ 


” 
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Mr. Foster. I think it is a quid pro quo. I don’t think they would 
have any more or less advantages under the category. They still go 
to the top of the register under the numerical system. 

Senator Pasrorr. I am told they do not. 

Mr. Winstow. If it were applied to the scientific and professional 
groups you have this situation today: that the veteran gets his 10 
points and is put in his proper position on the register for scientific 
and professional positions. Under the category system his 10 points 
might not put him to the top or up as high as this would put him, so 
actually he is getting a better break under the category system if he 
has a 10-point or a 5-point preference. 

Senator Pasrore. Do you care to make an answer to that now, Mr. 
Foster? Give it some thought. I would like to know how you feel 
about it after you think it over. If you don’t agree with that I would 
like to have you say so. 

Mr. Foster. I would prefer not to commit myself at the moment. 

As a congressionally chartered veterans’ organization we would cer- 
tainly be remiss in our responsibilities if we did not initiate and en- 
dorse progressive, sound legislative proposals which would tend to 
bring about greater efficiency and economy in the operation of the 
Federal Government. <A clear indication that we do strive for effi- 
ciency and economy can be found in our active participation in further- 
ing the enactment of Public Law 23, the so-called gratuitous insurance 
law. We are convinced, however, that the enactment of S. 1135 could 
not in any sense of the word result in either efficiency or economy. 
It would undoubtedly curtail the annual appropriations to the Civil 
Service Commission, but it would create in each executive department, 
bureau, and independent agency a monstrous bureaucracy with re- 
sultant enormous expenditures. 

The members of this committee should bear in mind that the Vet- 
erans’ Preference Act, which S. 1135 seeks to amend, modify, or repeal, 
while given the dignity of a public law in 1944, actually had been in 
operation as Executive orders or Commission rules and regulations 
since the end of World War I. The four major veterans’ organizations 
are not by any means completely satisfied with the provisions thereof, 
but we certainly do not want to see it emasculated. 

The proponents of S. 1135 will tell you that they are interested in 
safeguarding and retaining the principle of veterans’ preference, but 
that it must be done their way. They seek to repeal and modify the 
Veterans’ Preference Act and substitute a beautiful theoretical law 
which to the best of our knowledge has never had any practical ap- 
ae ation. 

Senator Pastore. What do you think of Mr. Ramspeck’s suggestion 
that we write in the law this paragraph in order to insure it, and I am 
quoting Mr. Ramspeck: 

All operations of a department under any employment plan shall be subject 
to such supervision and direction by the Commission as may be necessary for the 
Commission to discharge the duty and responsibility assigned to it by law. 

Mr. Fosrer. I think it would certainly strengthen the bill as it 
presently reads. 

Senator Pasrore. Isn’t that intended to cover and protect veterans’ 
preference ? 

Mr. Foster. I certainly think it would. 
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We implore the members of this committee and the Members of 
Congress to not be pressured into taking favorable action on this bill 
which carries the misleading title of providing for the selection of 
personnel on the basis of open competition and merit when, as a mat- 
ter of fact, this Government has for nearly 100 years m: 1intained the 
policy of open competition and merit in the selection of employees 

The DAV wishes to thank the committee for affording us the oppor- 
tunity to express our views on S. 1135. 

I wish to thank the committee very much. 

Senator Pasrore. Thank you, and give that other matter some 
thought. 

Mr. Fosrer. I certainly will, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Pastore. We will now hear from Mr. Staats. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER B. STAATS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF THE 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Sraats. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap- 
prec inte the opportunity to appear before your committee to state the 
views of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to S. 1135. This bill 
would allow the Civil Service Commission and the departments, 
working together ae civil-service rules and regulations, to develop 
recruiting and examining processes best suited to the current op- 
erating needs of the Government. It covers a number of the changes 
in personnel management for the Federal service proposed by the 
Hoover Commission Report on Personnel Management. We rec- 
ommend favorable consideration of this bill, with certain modifica- 
tions. 

Both the effectiveness of our governmental programs and the econ- 
omy of their conduct depend to a consider a aap extent on the quality 
of personnel recruited and their careful placement to assure fullest 
use of each person’s particular skills, abilities, and interests. In 
normal times these considerations are highly important. In these 
critical times of defense mobilization the full utilization of each per- 
son’s abilities become even more vital. 

S. 1135 would, if enacted, carry into effect some of the principal 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission relating to recruitment, 
examination, and selection for entrance into the civil service. The 
objectives of this bill are similar to those of S. 3830, introduced in 
the last session of Congress, which had the support of the Civil 
Service Commission and the Bureau of the Budget. In its recom- 
mendation No. 2 of its Report on Personnel Management the Com- 
mission said: 


Primary responsibility for recruiting and examining Federal employees should 
be placed on the departments and agencies. 


The Hoover Commission further recommends that: 


This should be done with the understanding that recruiting and examining 
programs must be approved by the Civil Service Commission before they are 
put into effect, and with the further understanding that the actual conduct of 
the programs would be subject to inspection by the Commission in order to 
determine that there has been adherence to the Civil Service Act and the Vet- 
erans’ Preference Act. 
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Specifically, sections 3 through 6 of S. 1135 would direct the de- 
partments to submit for Civil Service Commission approval plans 
under which they propose to recruit, examine, certify, and select poe 
sons for competitive civil-service positions in the departments. These 
plans would specify the positions for which the departments pro- 
pose to recruit directly, and the manner in which they would recruit, 
examine, certify, and select persons for such positions. These plans 
would be prepared under Civil Service Commission standards and 
instructions, and the Commission could withhold its approval of a 
plan if it did not meet its requirements. After approval by the Com- 
mission, departmental operations under the plan would be subject to 
supervision and direction by the Commission through the annual re- 
view of departmental operations to assure compliance with the ap- 
proved employment plans. The Commission would be authorized, 
when the departments did not adhere to its regulations, to conduct or 
supervise the conduct of the functions previously assigned to the de- 
partments, and to modify or change any action taken previously by the 
department. In the case of positions not included in an employment 
plan, the Commission would conduct the recruitment, examination, 
and certification functions directly, or make other suitable arrange- 
ments. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that these provisions, taken to- 
gether, would be a significant forward step in the conduct of the Gov- 
ernment personnel program. They would grant the operating depart- 
ments and agencies desirable flexibility in administering their own 
recruiting and examining programs. At the same time they would 
assure that the highest civil-service standards would be maintained 
by giving the Civil Service Commission clear-cut responsibility for 
developing and enforcing uniform standards and regulations. 

A few changes in the language of sections 3 through 6, however, are 
desirable. In section 3 (a) it should be made clear that primary re- 
sponsibility for maintaining the merit system remains with the Civil 
Service Commission. This could be accomplished by inserting the 
phrase “under regulations of the Commission” after the word “depart- 
ments” on line 10, page 2, of the bill. 

In section 3 (c) the supervision and direction of the Civil Service 
Commission should not be restricted to matters specified in this bill 
alone. The phrase at the end of the section, line 13, page 3, of the bill 
should be changed to read “the duty and responsibility assigned to it 
by law.” 

In section 6 (b) the Commission should not be required to hold hear- 
ings, and line 23 of page 4 of the bill should be changed to read “after 
consultation with the department.” 

In section 6 (c) the phrase “pursuant to subsection (b) of this 
section” should be omitted so the Commission would not be required 
to hold hearings in order to correct. cases of minor violations. Also 
in section 6 (c) it would be desirable to authorize the Commission 
where appropriate, in the event it takes over recruitment in an agency, 
to utilize and supervise the employees of that agency in correcting the 
noncompliance. Utilization of agency employees in some cases under 
the direct supervision of a Civil Service Commission representative 
would be economical and time saving. Lines 4 and 5 of page 5 of the 
bill should be changed accordingly. 
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The last change we suggest in section 6 is the insertion of a new 
section 6 (d) which would permit reimbursement to the Commission 
from the funds of any department whose recruitment operation under 
a previously approved employment plan are taken over by the Com- 
mission because of noncompliance by the department. When perform- 
ance of these functions require added expenditures by the Commission 
it is considered appropriate to require the departments to continue to 
bear the cost. The proposed language is: 

(d) Whenever the Commission performs additional recruiting, examining, or 
certification work in order to render services to a department as a result of action 
taken under subsections (b) or (c) of this section, funds shall be made available 
to the Commission for its expenses in connection with the performance of such 
services from funds appropriated or otherwise available to the department for 
which the Commission performs such services, by advances or reimbursements, 
in such a manner and in such amounts as may be approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget. The Commission shall keep records of its expenses in connection with 
the performance of such additional services and shall certify such expenses to 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Section 7 of S. 1135 would permit the Civil Service Commission 
to take proper steps to reduce the cost of giving examinations in those 
cases where the potential number of candidates far exceeds the prob- 
able number of appointments. We understand, as an extreme illus- 
tration, that a quarter of a million examinations and applications were 
once processed in order to fill a few hundred jobs. The Commission, 
under the present laws, has no clear authorization to take action to 
prevent such occurrences. Not only does the examination of great 
numbers of applicants and the processing of their applications raise 
the cost per appointment without apparent corresponding improve- 
ment in the quality of appointments, but it delays the entire recruit- 
ment process. These delays mean that Government work is slowed 
down or the jobs must be filled by temporary appointees who must 
later be replaced by eligibles from the register. It is obvious that the 
present procedure is not only cumbersome but extremely costly. Fur- 
ther, during the passage of time involved in processing excessive num- 
bers of applications and examinations, the better qualified applicants 
often take other jobs. This section could be utilized to keep examina- 
tion expenses down, and at the same time preserve the essential prin- 
ciple of open competition. 

Section 8 of S. 1135 would make an important change in existing 
practice. It would authorize a material improvement in the rating 
of examinations by permitting the use of category ratings under cer- 
tain circumstances. As a feature of its recommended recruiting and 
examining program, the Hoover Commission proposed that— 

All applicants for civil-service positions should be grouped into categories 
such as “outstanding,” “well-qualified,” “qualified,” and “unqualified.” 

Such a rating would be something like the familiar school ratings 
of A, B, C, and D and would be used for positions where fine rating 
distinetions among competitors, such as 95.4 and 95.5 are not realistic. 
That type of rating appears to offer important possibilities for a more 
practical and effective rating of examinations for certain positions. 
The numerical type of rating now in general use would continue, 
since S. 1135 authorizes the use of both types of ratings, and the Civil 
Service Commission is required to decide when each type of rating 
should be used. The bill provides that category ratings would gen- 
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erally be used for high-level professional, scientific, and administra- 
tive positions. 

The examination system in today’s Federal Government with its 
thousands of occupations cannot take into account all the specific 
peculiarities of each such position and all the applicants for it. To 
attempt to do so would require innumerabie examinations, and the 
cost would be prohibitive. At the same time, the matching of the 
individual to the job on the basis of his personal skills, abilities, apti- 
tudes, and interests is important to productivity, efficiency, and econ- 
omy. By authorizing the nominating or appointing officer to make 
his selection from the highest c: ategory on examinations rated in that 
manner, this section would permit more effective placement of per- 
sonnel in these important positions from among the best qualified 
applicants available. 

Both the Commission and the Bureau of the Budget are in agree- 
ment that category ratings should be initially used “for professional 
and scientific positions only. The Commission has recommended that 
the bill be amended to restrict category ratings to professional and 
scientific positions. The Bureau of the Budget, however, recommends 
that the general authorization of the section be left undisturbed, and 
that the objective be attained simply by omitting the word “adminis- 
trative” in the second sentence to indicate congressional intent. We 
believe that it would be unwise to limit the Civil Service Commission’s 
discretion presently permitted in the language of the bill. 

I would like to say this at this point that I don’t think there is any 
disagreement in the principle between the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Commission on this point. We feel that it would be sound to leave 
the discretion with the Commission on this particular matter. There 
are certain types of high administrative positions in the Government 
which we feel would be of a comparable nature to scientific and pro- 
fessional positions, which we would prefer to see in the category rating 
also, along with professional and scientific positions. 

The Civil Service Commission has recommended that a veteran be 
granted 10-point preference only if he has a compensable disability, 
and has suggested a new section 8 (b) to accomplish this. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget is in agreement with this recommendation. The 
Commission’s annual reports have recommended legislative action 
along these lines since 1947. It would place a re: asonable requirement 
on 10-point preference eligibility, and thus give a greater personal 
sacrifice. 

Section 9 establishes the manner in which veterans’ preference would 
be granted on category-rated examinations. This section also requires 
the veteran to obtain 2 passing grade before he is accorded preference. 
Under this section the nondisabled veteran would receive the same 
preference as at present on all numerically rated examinations. With 
respect to examinations rated by categories, however, he would receive 
comparable preference since his name would be placed at the head of 
the category for which he qualifies. ‘These amendments do not change 
the present requirement that an appointing officer must file his reasons 
in writing with the Commission when he passes over a veteran to select 
a nonveteran. Nor does it affect the responsibility of the Commission 
to determine the sufficiency of those reasons. The veteran’s standing 
on a category-rated register will in many cases be higher, and the like- 
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lihood of his appointment will be greater, than they would have been 
on a numerically rated register. 

To carry out the intent of the Veterans’ Preference Act that dis- 
abled veterans receive greater preference, and to assure them prefer- 
ence on category ratings comparable to that which they are accorded 
on numerically rated registers, it is recommended that section 9 of 
S. 1135 be amended by adding the following clause to the first sentence 
of the proposed amendment to section 7 (b) of the Veterans’ Prefer- 
ence Act: 
except that the names of special preference eligibles shall be entered ahead of 
other preference eligibles in the same category. 

Section 9 would also require a veteran to obtain a passing grade 
before he would be granted preference. It seems appropriate to re- 
quire that all Federal employees possess at least the minimum quali- 
fications for the work they are asked to perform. It is unfair to both 
the Government and to the veteran to place him in a position beyond 
his capabilities. 

Section 11 of S. 1135 would amend section 10 of the Civil Service 
Act by deleting its present provision and inserting in its place certain 
prohibitions against activities of a political nature, and provisions for 
penalties for violation of those prohibitions. A sentence-by-sentence 
review of this proposed section reveals that each of the prohibitions 
and provisions for penalty is already adequately covered under section 
16 of S. 1135, or under existing statutes and regulations. It is our 
opinion that the provisions of this section of S. 1135 are either un- 
necessary or undesirable and should be deleted from the bill. 

Section 12 is a desirable provision in that it places on a firm statu- 
tory base the valuable program of the Civil Service Commission to 
improve personnel records and operations in the departments and 
agencies. The Commission has recommended revision of this para- 
graph by deletion of the word “uniform” and the phrase “or other- 
wise regulate.” These amendments are advisable. They would, for 
example, permit the Commission to authorize continuation of present 
personnel procedures in the Post Office Department. 

Section 13 of this bill authorizes the Commission to assist the de- 
partments, at their request, in finding civil-service employees to meet 
specialized needs. The Hoover Commission report recommended that 
the promotion and transfer of career employees across departmental 
lines should be facilitated as one important measure in developing a 

‘areer service. In a bers of defense mobilization such a program 
becomes even more important as a means of assuring full utilization 
of the abilities of present employees. 

Section 14 of the bill would require the establishment of veterans’ 
civil-service counseling and placement facilities throughout the United 
States. The United States E mployment Service already provides serv- 
ices of the type anticipated for the counseling and placement facilities 
through its Veterans’ Employment Service. A veteran seeking em- 
ployment can obtain through that service, at one local office, informa- 
tion as to the opportunities in the Federal Government, State or local 
governments, and business and industry. Therefore the Bureau of the 
Budget believes that the establishment of additional veterans’ counsel- 
ing and placement facilities, giving attention only to employment op- 
portunities in the Federal Government, would duplicate existing fa- 
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cilities and make more difficult the veterans’ obtaining information as 
to all areas of his possible employment. 

I cannot assure you that the cost of the Government’s recruiting 
and examining activities would be materially less under this bill than 
at present. However, in my opinion, the quality of the recruiting 
and placement job should be substantially improved because of the 
more efficient methods this bill would authorize. To the extent that 
the departments assumed additional examining work from the Com- 
mission under approved employment plans, a vast amount of “paper 
pushing” between the eee and the Commission would be 
saved, and resources would be released for use in conducting more 
aggressive recruiting programs. A major consideration in evaluat- 
ing the possible savmgs arising from the enactment of this legisla- 
tion is the improvement in the quality of personnel and the speed * with 
which that personnel is obtained. 

In recent years the Government has passed through periods of 
mobilization, demobilization, peacetime operations, and now we are in 
a period of a partial mobilization. Each of these periods has brought 
its own special recruitment problems. It is not possible to select a 
single best method to fit all the conditions of recruitment and exam- 
ination in these diverse situations. We need legislation which au- 
thorizes the Commission and the departments, under suitable controls, 
to meet the demands of changing employment situations: as they 
develop. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that enactment of S. 1135, with 
the modifications mentioned, would permit the Civil Service Com- 
mission and the departments, working together, to develop recruit- 
ment processes best suited to each type and phase of governmental 
program. 

We therefore recommend favorable consideration of this bill by 
your committee. 

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of the Budget, in its responsibility for 
management improvement, which dates back to the Budget Account- 
ing Act of 1921 and which has been reiterated and restated many times 
by ‘the C ongress, has a real interest in this problem. 

I have talked with a great many people interested in management 
operations over the past several years and I think almost without 
exception those people have felt that we had to somehow obtain 
greater flexibility in the method by which the personnel operations of 
the Federal Government are operated. I have seen this point of view 
from the departments and agencies who come before the Bureau of 
the Budget, in terms of legislation which they wish to present to the 
Congress. There has been a great ong of feeling along the same line, 
that the present system is too rigid; I think the fact that the Con- 
gress has made many exceptions and has permitted recruitment. out- 
side the Civil Service Act has given us some warning that unless we 
do not provide greater flexibility in our personnel program these 
exceptions may provide the trend-for the future. So I think that this 
bill, if it were enacted by the Congress, would go a long way toward 
offsetting the kind of pressure which has been exerted on the execu- 
tive branch and Congress to get legislation exempting a particular 
program or particular operation. No one I know of has been more 
interested in the merit system than has the President, and I know 
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that the people who have argued that this kind of move (S. 1135) is 
required have not been interested in w eakening the merit system. 
By and large they have been people who have been tr ying to strengthen 
the merit system. I think that the danger, and I am “speaking per- 
sonally here, is that unless we are not areful and do not provide the 
flexibility which I think is required, we run the danger of weakening 
the merit system over the long term rather than strengthening it. 

Senator Pasrorr. Any questions? 

Senator Monroney. No. 

Senator Pastore. Thank you very much. 

Is there anyone else here who desires to be heard on S. 1135? 

We have a letter from John A. McCone, Under Secretary of the Air 
Force, which will be made a part of the record at this point. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, September 13, 1951. 
Hon. OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I refer to your request for the views of the Department 
of Defense on S. 1135, Highty-second Congress, a bill to provide a recruitment 
procedure for the competitive civil service in order to insure selection of per- 
sonnel on the basis of open competition and merit, and for other purposes. The 
Secretary of Defense has assigned to the Department of the Air Force responsi- 
bility for providing your committee with a report on this legislation on behalf of 
the Department of Defense. 

The general purpose of this bill is as set forth in its title. 

The Department of Defense concurs in the major objectives of this legislation, 
which is designed to give statutory effect to certain of the Hoover Commission 
recommendations governing civil-service examination and certification pro- 
eedures. The Department of Defense, however, desires to submit the following 
observations and recommendations : 

1. Section 8 (a) of S. 1135 provides that “it shall be the duty of the Civil 
Service Commission and of the departments” to maintain and protect a merit 
system. It is recommended that the language of this paragraph be modified 
so that the obligations of the Departments of the Federal Government will be 
more clearly delineated. The following paragraph should be substituted therefor : 

“Sec. 3 (a). It shall be the duty and responsibility of the Commission for the 
Government as a whole, and it shall be the duty and responsibility of each 
department within its jurisdiction, to maintain and protect a system of recruit- 
ment, examination, certification, and selection of persons for competitive civil- 
service positions in the departments which will result in open competition and 
selection on merit. In exercising these duties and responsibilities— 

“(1) the Commission shall establish standards, approve employment plans, 
provide for examination not under appreved employment plans, and assure 
compliance with standards and plans; 

“(2) the Department shall execute employment plans and comply with 
standards of the Commission.” 

This language will establish and clarify the basic responsibilities of the Com- 
mission and the departments in maintaining and protecting the merit system 
under a decentralized system of recruitment and examination. 

2. The last sentence in section 3(c) of S. 1135 provides: “All operations 
* * * shall be subject to such supervision and direction by the Commis- 
sion * * *.° The Civil Service Commission's function, in accordance with 
the Hoover Commission's recommendation, should be that of establishing stand- 
ards, providing staff guidance and necessary training, and conducting post audits, 
rather than the assumption of detailed supervision of recruitment, examination, 
and certification operations. The authority provided for by this sentence is 
unnecessary, in view of the more general survey and audit authority provided 
to the Commission in section 6 of the bill and should be deleted. 

3. Section 9 (a) of S. 1135 proposes a new proviso to section 3 of the Veterans’ 
Preference Act of 1944, as amended (5 U.S. C. 852). This proviso would require 
that a preference eligible receive at least a passing grade before receiving his 
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5- or 10-point credit. This amendment has long been advocated by the personnel 
offices of various Federal agencies and is actively supported by the Department 
of Defense. 

4. Section 11 of S. 1135 proposes to amend section 10 of the Civil Service Act 
of January 16, 1883, as amended (5 U. 8. C. 142). This is intended to eliminate 
political considerations in determining qualifications for Federal employment 
in order to strengthen the merit principle. The Hatch Political Activities Act 
and prohibitions against political considerations in obtaining civil-service posi- 
tions which are contained in the Criminal Code (title 18, U. S. C.) are sufficient 
to safeguard the merit system. For this reason it is recommended that sec- 
tion 11 of the bill be deleted. 

>. Section 14 of the bill is intended to effect a recommendation of the Hoover 
Commission that special emphasis be placed on recruitment of veterans for 
Federal employment. In view of the intensive examining and recruitment pro- 
grams currently being conducted throughout the Federal Government, ample 
opportunity is afforded veterans to compete for and obtain Federal jobs. Federal 
recruitment of employees has been greatly accelerated in the lapse of time since 
the Hoover Commission recommendation was made in February 1949. The 
objective of the Commission to expedite the placement of World War II veterans 
has been accomplished, and section 14 of S. 1135 is no longer necessary. It is 
recommended that any legislation to provide special recruiting programs for 
veterans be postponed until peacetime operations are restored and the special 
needs for preferences of veterans can be reevaluated. 

6. The bill contemplates an entirely new and independent statute superimposed 
upon an already cumbersome body of unintegrated laws with the exception of 
specific amendments to the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944 contained in sec- 
tion 9 and the amendments to the Civil Service Act of 1883 contained in section 11 
of S. 1135. Conflict among such statutes and extended discussions as to which 
statute takes precedence appear inevitable unless an attempt is made to codify 
this proposal into the body of existing law or to provide that specific existing 
Statutes are repealed or modified, S. 1135 does not contain a general repeal 
provision, but this is not material since even this device is not always adequate 
due to a strong reluctance in both administrative and judicial interpretation 
toward considering a specific law repealed by a general one. Examples which 
illustrate the above points may be cited as follows: 

(a) These bills would place the operating responsibility for recruitment upon 
the several departments and agencies. Since 1883 the agencies have been re- 
quired to assist the Commission by permitting agency employees to serve on 
boards of examiners under section 3 of the basic Civil Service Act. This section 
should be repealed if agencies are not to be made doubly liable for expenses of 
recruitment. 

(b) The Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944 contains a general repeal provision. 
Section 4 of the act of August 23, 1912 (37 Stat. 418), was in effect in 1944, 
covered the same subject matter as section 12 of the 1944 statute, and was incon- 
sistent with it. For more than 6 years, however, its status was in doubt with at 
least one Federal court holding that the 1912 act remained in effect. Finally, it 
was necessary for the Congress to repeal it specifically in section 11 of the Per- 
formance Rating Act of 1950 (Public Law 873, Eighty-first Cong.). 

To alleviate problems of this nature, it is recommended that the Congress 
undertake the codification and reenactment into positive law of the entire body 
of statutes which now regulate civilian employment matters. Such an under- 
taking would result in the reconciliation of conflicting laws, the elimination of 
archaic provisions, and the implementation, whenever necessary, of areas not 
now covered under existing statutes. The resulting consolidation of all the basic 
provisions of law into an integrated whole would be in accord with the general 
objectives of the Hoover Commission. 

7. In consonance with the Hoover Commission recommendations and our com- 
ments contained in paragraph 1, page 1, of this report, it is recommended that 
section 12 (2) on page 11 of S. 1135 be reworded to read as follows: 

“(2) shall, after consultation with the departments (when the Commission 
deems it practicable), establish standards for personnel practices and procedures 
to the extent that the Commission deems such action to be in the interest of the 
service.” 

8. The word “fitness” should be substituted for the word “efficiency” in the 
last line of section 16 (line 8, p. 13). This change is suggested for two reasons. 
In the first place, the term “efficiency” is inappropriate for application to original 
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appointments since the efficiency of the employee cannot be determined in ad- 
vance of his opportunity to demonstrate it. In the second place, the term 
“efficiency” has an unfortunate connotation suggestive of the refinements of the 
old efficiency-rating system. The “fitness” of an applicant, whether for original 
appointment or promotion, is considered a more appropriate term. 

Subject to the foregoing recommendations, the Department of Defense recom- 
mends the enactment of this legislation. 

The Department of Defense is unable at this time to make any accurate 
appraisal of the probable fiscal effects of this bill in the event of its enactment. 
This is so because the scope of the departmental employment plans proposed by 
this legislation cannot be determined until a detailed study has been made as to 
the categories of civilian personnel positions which will be affected. 

This report has been coordinated among the departments and boards of the 
Department of Defense in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report, but has called attention to the position taken on this 
proposal by that Bureau in their letter of August 2, 1951, to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. MCCone, 
Under Secretary of the Air Force. 


Senator Pastore. All right, the hearings are closed. 
(Thereupon, at 10: 22 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned. ) 
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